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ELIJAH AT THE BROOK CHERITH, AND AT ZAREPHATH. 


In these days, when a specious rationalism is assaulting the 
very foundations of a divine revelation, and is scoffing at, or 
explaining away, all idea of miraculous agency, it may not be 
an uninstructive task to select from time to time, for our more 
special study, one of those gracious or judicial interpositions of 
the Most High towards his chosen people, which are recorded 
in the Old Testament. And as we are attentively and reverently 
reading what shall have thus been selected, that which is super- 
human, as the mind pauses to contemplate it, will generally be 
found so plainly in keeping with that grand and pervading ele- 
ment of Hebrew history, its wonderful theocracy, and at the 
same time so simply interwoven with what may be called the 
merely human portion of the narrative, as to give to the sacred 
record a marvellous, though seemingly undesigned, stamp of 
authenticity. This, while it can scarcely fail to strike and arrest 
with a pleasing surprise the mind of a sincere inquirer, is also 
not less calculated to confirm anew the faith of the humble and 
devout Christian. 

We may be permitted to refer for an illustration of our re- 
mark to the seventeenth chapter of the first book of Kings, 
where we read as follows:—‘ And the word of the Lord came 
unto Elijah the Tishbite, saying, Get thee hence and turn thee 
eastward, and hide thyself by the brook Cherith, which is before 
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Jordan. And it shall be, that thou shalt drink of the brook, 
and I have commanded the ravens to feed thee there. So he 
went and dwelt by the brook Cherith, that is before Jordan. 
And the ravens brought him bread and flesh in the morning, 
and bread and flesh in the evening, and he drank of the brook.” 

The plain Christian student of Holy Writ, who would in- 
deed be surprised were he not to meet with wonderful things in 
the history of Jehovah’s dealings with his chosen people, sees 
nothing in this marvellous narrative that he feels himself justi- 
fied in confidently and impatiently rejecting as too mean and 
trivial for the wisdom and power of the Holy One of Israel to 
condescend to devise and execute. Believing in the existence 
and attributes of the God of the Bible, who is the Creator of 
heaven and earth, and the moral governor of the universe, and 
who, if it should be his good pleasure to do so, has both the 
right and the power to assume and sustain, in a special and pe- 
culiar sense, the office of king over some one particular nation ; 
such an inquirer asks little beyond a clear historical testimony, 
duly preserved unto the present day, which shall be able to 
bear all fair and needful investigation, and he finds himself pre- 
pared to follow, not without gratitude for the spiritual instruc- 
tion thus provided, the successive steps of the brief -history 
before us. His reason and his conscience can receive as impor- 
tant and connected facts, Jehovah’s selection of a prophet whose 
character was so strikingly adapted to his mission, at a time 
when the divine forbearance had been outraged by daring provo- 
cations, and when the apparently universal apostasy of the king- 
dom of Samaria to the idolatry of Baal made such a divine and 
judicial interposition almost necessary—the entrusting to this 
selected prophet the denunciation of a severe judgment meet for 
the transgression, and to be fearlessly proclaimed before the idola.- 
trous Ahab—the deadly wrath of the guilty king against his fear- 
less reprover rendering flight and concealment imperative upon 
the faithful messenger—the banks of the Cherith graciously as- 
signed by heaven as the place of solitary and secure retreat— 
and finally, though marvellous yet not incredible, the ravens of 
Israel set apart by their Almighty Maker and preserver, and 
constrained to feed that prophet whom the king of Israel, with 
his princes and priests (all of whom had rendered themselves, 


through their idolatrous Baal-worship, far more unclean than. 


the unclean ravens), was fiercely seeking, in order to silence his 
testimony by taking away his life. Difficulties in the way of 
the submission of faith are lessened, when we recall the well- 
known words of our Lord to his disciples, ‘‘ Consider the ravens, 
for they neither sow nor reap; which neither have storehouses 
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nor barns, and God feedeth them.” A few minutes’ quiet medi- 
tation on such a sentence, coming from such lips, will pleasingly 
tend to soften our self-sufficient incredulity, to enlighten health- 
fully our minds, and to nourish and assist our belief. We are 
led onward to approve, admire, and believe, as we see that it was 
neither unworthy of the wisdom, nor degrading to the power of 
that God who mercifully deigns to feed the ravens, to provide 
by their unwonted ministry for the daily necessities of the faith- 
ful Tishbite, while, during a time of mortal peril, he was con- 
strained to keep aloof from his fellow-men in his appointed 
hiding-place by the brook Cherith. 

But there are minds which are not satisfied with the patient 
exercise of devout and impartial investigation to discover what 
are the claims which a miraculous scriptural narrative possesses 
to our acceptance and belief. Such persons are morbidly jealous 
of miraculous agency, while they cannot bring themselves to 
reject altogether the reality of a special divine interposition in 
the affairs of men, on certain extraordinary occasions, setting 
aside for a time the ordinary laws of nature. But they are 
unable to resist a secret longing to explain away, at the risk of 
serious spiritual loss, what is superhuman, merely because it is 
superhuman ; and under the influence of an unhappy speculative 
impatience, they become more disposed to sit as judges upon the 
Word of God, than as humble learners at the footstool of the 
God of the Word. 

When these become aware that the Hebrew term, which is 
translated “ravens” in the history of Elijah, has also the signi- 
fication of “ Arabians,” they are not content to enter upon a 
dispassionate inquiry how far the latter can claim to displace the 
former meaning. They warmly and at once reject the ministry 
of the unclean birds, and insist upon that of Arabian Gentiles, 
chiefly because the latter view has in it less of the miraculous 
element than the former. Some, who have no wish to abandon 
the old interpretation for themselves, too readily join in this 
course from a false liberality that not unfrequently labours, even 
to the serious peril of the simplicity of scriptural truth, to 
render the miraculous portions of the sacred record as little 
offensive as possible to sceptical minds. Turning away, however, 
from such motives, which unfit the mind for the right discharge 
of our duty, let us inquire to which form of divine interposition 
in the present case the context is most favourable. For a sober 
appeal to the context is the proper way to discover which of the 
meanings of an ambiguous term is to be chosen in any particular 
instance. Nor is it to be regarded as a trifle unworthy of notice 
that, if our Authorized Version gives us (as we may reasonably 
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think it does) a sufficiently accurate rendering of the preceding 
and succeeding context, a plain and sensible English reader, 
with a map of Palestine before him, is well-nigh as competent 
to pass judgment upon this question, as is a profound Oriental 
scholar. 

Elijah the Tishbite was of the inhabitants of Gilead, a region 
on the eastern side of the Jordan. And had he been in Gilead 
when he received the divine injunction to conceal himself from 
the pursuit of Ahab and Jezebel, and if the heavenly mandate, 
without naming the waters of the Cherith and Jordan, had been 
delivered in something like the following terms—“ Go hence, 
into the country of the children of the east, that Ahab may not 
find thee; behold, I have commanded the mm to feed thee 
there,’ we should scarcely hesitate to accept “ Arabians” as the 
correct translation of the ambiguous Hebrew word. Indeed, if 
the Lord had sent his servant for refuge into a Gentile country, 
we should naturally expect that he would incline the hearts of 
the inhabitants to treat him with hospitality and courtesy. Thus, 
when he withdraws, at the divine command, into “the land of 
Zidon,” he is directed to share in the miraculously provided 
meals of the widow and her son at Zarephath. But if Elijah is 
to remain in Ephraim, we do not see why the Lord should bring 
in Gentiles from a distance to do that which could be equally 
well accomplished by some other instrumentality. And if it 
formed part of his divine and all-wise plan to make even the 
very manner of supplying Elijah with food in his hiding-place a 
manifestation of his inexpressible superiority to Baal, how much 
more suitable for such a purpose would be the ministry of ravens 
than that of Arabian Gentiles. 

But the Tishbite was not directed to go and sojourn for a 
while among the children of the east; and the context plainly 
teaches that he was not in the land of Gilead when the divine 
injunction reached him. He had fearlessly executed what would 
have been a perilous, not to say certainly fatal, commission, but 
for special protection from on high, in declaring to the idolatrous 
Ahab, “ As the Lord God of Israel, before whom I stand, liveth, 
there shall not be dew nor rain these years, but according to 
my words.” The sharp sting from the lips of the prophet was, 
that so bold and stern a denunciation was fearlessly addressed, 


at a time when Israel, through the arts and devices of Jezebel, 


had openly renounced Jehovah for Baal, to the royal patrons of 
that wretched and intrusive idol. Jezebel, in the hour of her 
idolatrous triumph, could not fail to understand the meaning of 
the prophet’s menacing language. It plainly implied, on the 
part of the Most High, deep loathing and withering scorn of 
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Baal, whom Tyre and Sidon honoured as the god of themselves 
and their fathers, with righteous indignation against the revolted 
Israelites of every rank and class, from the throne to the cot- 
tage, who had followed Jezebel, and surrendered themselves to 
the service and worship of a foreign idol. The prophet’s menace 
announced also the divine determination to inflict signal and 
suitable punishment upon their heinous spiritual ingratitude and 
rebellion. In consequence of the helpless inability of the poor 
dumb idol to preserve its wicked and infatuated votaries from 
the impending horrors of drought and famine, its worship was 
as absurd as it was sinful and insulting to the majesty of Jehovah. 
For dew, and showers, and fruitful seasons, seed-time and harvest, 
were precious gifts that proceeded not from the lifeless and 
senseless Phoenician image, but absolutely and only from the 
Jehovah of Israel. It was He, and none other, who was the 
supreme God of heaven and earth, from whom alone cometh 
down blessing upon the children of men. 

The perusal of the sacred narrative leaves little doubt as to 
the particular locality in which the prophet presented himself 
before Ahab ; it was certainly on the western side of the Jordan, 
and most probably at the palace in Jezreel, or in the city of 
Samaria, where Ahab had built an altar to Baal. And it was 
after the delivery of his threatening message, that he received 
the divine injunction concerning the spot whither he was to 
repair, in order to hide himself from his enemies. He was to go 
eastward, to the not very distant brook Cherith, whose waters 
flowing through the eastern part of the territory of Ephraim, 
which was bounded in this direction by the Jordan, entered the 
channel of that river at its western bank. 

The question immediately before us would thus seem to 
admit of being answered with comparatively little difficulty. 
For where may we think of looking for Arabians to the north of 
the tribe of Judah, within the confines of Ephraim, not far from 
the western bank of the Jordan, and almost in the heart of the 
promised land? Can we conceive it possible that even a stray 
band of these nomades should have found their way to the pro- 
phet’s solitude, and that too, so abundantly provided with the 
necessaries of life, that they would be able to support themselves 
in a region of blighting aud withering judicial drought and 
famine, and daily supply the concealed prophet with a morning 
and evening meal of bread and flesh, until the waters of the 
Cherith should be dried up? It wili hardly avail to ask by way 
of objection—“Is anything too hard for the Lord, even the 
bringing of Arabian nomades to pitch their tents for a time in 
the territory of Ephraim? And does not his word tell us that 
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he had commanded the Horevim to feed the Tishbite ?”’ While 
we readily give a negative reply to the former, and an affirmative 
to the latter of these two questions, we must not allow ourselves 
to forget that the term “ Horevim” means “ravens” also as well 
as “ Arabians,” and that, if it was undoubtedly possible with the 
Most High to convey food to Elijah by the ministry of Arabians, 
it was at least equally possible with Him to accomplish the same 
end as effectually by the ministry of ravens. He who, in the 
days of Darius, could make the ravenous lions forget their savage 
nature, while Daniel was with them in their den, would not, in 
the days of Ahab, have found it a task beyond his power to sub- 
due the ravens to his omnipotent will. We are to remember 
also, that these birds would already be in sufficient abundance 
near the Cherith, and prepared at once to enter upon their Crea- 
tor’s service—they would not, therefore, need, like their Gentile 
namesakes, to be brought from a considerable distance. Had 
the Divine purpose been merely to supply with food a prophet in 
some sequestered spot, in a time of judicial famine—that pro- 
phet being supposed to be without watchful and powerful enemies, 
and in no danger of perishing except through the extremity of 
famine—a little reflection would enable us to discern in the 
ravens of Israel a far less cumbrous instrumentality than that 
of Gentiles from Arabia. Indeed the latter, in so parching and 
continuous a drought, would rather require themselves to be 
miraculously supplied by the aid of ravens, than be able to pro- 
. vide bread and flesh for the solitary Tishbite from their own 
scanty and daily diminishing stores. 

And how strikingly is our view confirmed by the fact that 
Elijah, whose life was aimed at by royal and deadly foes, was to 
be concealed as well as fed—the prophet’s retreat was also to be 
his hiding-place. How long would he have been safe from the 
pursuit of the blood-thirsty Jezebel, if Arabian strangers, who 
could not fail to draw upon themselves the notice of curious 
Israelites, should have taken up their abode in the vicinity of 
the Cherith, carrying bread and flesh to the prophet every morn- 
ing and evening? Could a more effectual way have been devised 
of making the place of his temporary seclusion known to his 
deadly enemies? The pursuit was keen, and when unsuc- 
cessful in Samaria, was extended beyond the limits of Ahab’s 


realm. Did not Obadiah afterwards say to Elijah, “There is no » 


nation or kingdom whither Ahab hath not sent to seek thee ?” 
Again we ask, how long would the Tishbite have remained con- 
cealed from such indefatigable pursuers, if Arabians had supplied 
him with bread and flesh twice every day ? The plain tenor of 
the Divine injunction should go far to remove the difficulties 
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from the path of the devout inquirer, as to the meaning to be 
given in the present instance to the ambiguous term omy. “ Get 
thee hence,” said the Lord, “‘ and HIDE THYSELF BY THE BROOK 
CuenitH, that is before Jordan.” The vicinity of the brook 
furnished him with a hiding-place which could be easily reached, 
whether he received the injunction at Jezreel or Samaria, and 
its waters were at hand to quench his thirst, while they con- 
tinued to flow. Ahab and Jezebel could scarcely imagine that 
Elijah would venture to remain within the territory of Ephraim. 
Perhaps he would not have done so if left to himself. But there 
was One watching over him, who knew where to find the place 
of greatest security, and who could baffle the persecutor, and 
preserve his faithful prophet from all harm. We would now 
ask, not in a merely critical, but in a devout and reverential 
spirit, which method of supplying the Tishbite with his daily 
portion of bread and flesh was the more simple and consistent 
with the declared Divine purpose of making the prophet’s retreat 
a safe hiding-place from the pursuit of Ahab and Jezebel? The 
employment of Arabian Gentiles who would themselves, under 
the pressure of the judicial drought and famine, need special, 
not to say miraculous support, or the obedient ministry of the 
ravens of Israel? Can we hesitate what reply to give ? 

After a while, as no rain fell on the land, the Cherith became 
dry, and at the Divine mandate, Elijah removed to Zarephath, 
“which belonged to Zidon.’”’ We shall speak of this place pre- 
sently, but must first prepare the way for doing so, by saying a 
few words on the subject of the judicial drought sent to punish 
the children of Israel—who, it is to be carefully remembered, 
were living under a theocracy—for their gross and almost uni- 
versal idolatry. We shall be assisted in doing so, if we look at 
the condescending and instructive manifestation of the Divine 
power displayed in the history of Gideon. At the prayer of this 
Israelite when about to be the deliverer of his people, the fleece 
was saturated with dew, while all around was dry; and on the 
second night, “it was dry on the fleece only, and there was dew 
on all the ground.” The power which the Lord thus graciously 
exercised to remove Gideon’s doubts and assure his heart, was 
sometimes, in connexion with the theocratic form of government, 
put forth on a far larger scale, in the manifestation of his righte- 
ous displeasure against the sins of his people. 

Thus we read at the commencement of the Book of Ruth, 
that “there was a famine in the land.” Now it is plain from 
the Scriptural records, that Israel held the promised land from 
the Most High in virtue of a covenant of which a leading term 
was that obedience on their part would certainly be followed by 
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dew, and rain, and fruitful seasons, and disobedience would be 
visited by the withholding of these blessings. When, therefore, 
there was at any time a famine in the land of Israel, such visita- 
tion was a token of the Divine displeasure at the sins of Israel, 
and a proof that there had been a breach of the terms of the 
covenant. Now had such a famine extended to the surrounding 
countries also, it might have been supposed to have had its ori- 
gin in certain natural causes, with which Israel was no more 
concerned than Philistia or Moab. But when the fleece was dry, 
and there was dew all around, when there was famine in Israel 
and abundance in the neighbouring countries, it would be evi- 
dent that there were drought and dearth in the fields and vine- 
yards and olive-yards of the Lord’s people, because they had 
transgressed against his covenant, they being the only one of all 
the nations to whom Jehovah had given special laws, and with 
whom he had entered into a special covenant. 

At the very time of the commencement of the particular 
famine noticed at the beginning of the Book of Ruth, a man of 
Bethlehem-Judah, with his wife Naomi and their two sons, 
sought to escape the prevailing dearth by going to sojourn in 
Moab, whose territory we are thus taught was free from the visi- 
tation. While there, the husband died ; and after him, the two 
sons, who had married Moabitish women, died also. After their 
death, Naomi, accompanied by Ruth, one of her daughters-in- 
law, returned to Bethlehem, “ for she had heard in the country 
of Moab, how the Lord had visited his people in giving them 
bread.” Thus Scripture itself warrants us in believing that He 
who had again graciously visited his people in giving them bread, 
had previously visited them judicially in sending a famine on the 
land, while He continued to the neighbouring region of Moab 
her ordinary seasons of seed-time and harvest. The view which 
we are taking is still more plainly illustrated in the history of 
Elisha. We read that he said to the woman of Shunem, whose 
son he had restored to life,—“ Arise, go thou, and thy house- 
hold, and sojourn wheresoever thou canst sojourn; for the Lord 
hath called for a famine ; and it shall come upon the land seven 
years. And the woman arose, and went and did after the saying 
of the man of God; and she went with her household, and 
sojourned in the land of the Philistines seven years.” Here 
then we see that, while there was a judicial dearth in Samaria 
during seven years, the harvests were apparently not affected by 
it in the immediately adjoining territory of Philistia. 

Now we may suppose something like this to have been the 
case in the days of the great drought which followed Elijah’s 
prayers and denunciations. We speak of the prophet’s prayers, 
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for we learn from St. James, that Elijah prayed for the drought 
before he announced the Divine purpose to Ahab. And as this 
drought was specially sent in answer to Elijah’s prayer, and to 
punish the idolatry of Ahab and Samaria, it would affect neither 
Judea nor Philistia, Moab nor Ammon, nor the more distant 
land of Egypt. Hence, it would not be necessary (as in the days 
of the patriarch Jacob) to send down to Egypt to buy corn there. 
A supply could be procured from time to time in Philistia or 
Judzea, in Moab or Ammon, by those whose means enabled them 
to purchase it. Still, as multitudes would be too poor to do this, 
there would be much suffering. Drought, dearth, and famine 
would bring in their train disease and pestilence, and numbers 
would perish through lack of sufficient nourishment for the sup- 
port of life. The hard case of the widow of Zarephath would 
be that of many families in the kingdom of Samaria. When the 
prophet asked her to bring him a little water and a morsel of 
bread, she replied—“ As the Lord thy God liveth, I have not a 
cake, but an handful of meal in a barrel, and a little oil in a 
cruise ; and behold I am gathering two sticks that I may go in 
and dress it for me and my son that we may eat it and die.” 

Now it was to the house of this widow that Elijah was 
divinely commanded to go, when the Cherith was at length dried 
up: “Arise, get thee to Zarephath which belongeth to Zidon ; 
behold, I have commanded a widow woman there to sustain 
thee.” As this town of Zarephath was not within the limits of 
the kingdom of Ahab, we might reasonably and scripturally 
think, according to the theory which has been advanced above 
on the subject of judicial visitations of drought and famine upon 
God’s people, that Zarephath of Zidon would not suffer from the 
withering scourge which the sin of Ahab had brought down on 
Samaria. Yet we see that the fatal dearth prevailed there also, 
and that when the Tishbite arrived, the widow and her son were 
about to take their last meal, and then submit to a lingering 
death. Let us examine the subject a little more closely, and 
perhaps we shall find that the exception confirms the theory to 
which at first sight it may seem opposed. 

Now we are told that Omri, the father of Ahab, who made 
Samaria the metropolis of the kingdom of the ten tribes, 
“ wrought evil in the eyes of the Lord, and did worse than all 
that were before him.” Yet the Most High did not see fit to 
inflict special and remarkable judgments on him and his nation. 
Perhaps one of the principal reasons of the Divine forbearance 
was, that Omri was not a leader in new paths of impiety, intro- 
ducing fresh outrages against the divine majesty of Jehovah, yet 
more intolerable than those which already existed. Very guilty 
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as he was, he was but a guilty follower in the path of those who 
had reigned before him, walking in the way of Jeroboam the 
son of Nebat, who made Israel to sin by placing the golden 
calves at Dan and Bethel. The Divine patience and long-suffer- 
ing were accordingly still continued, waiting as it were until 
increase of provocation should constrain the Lord to arise unto 
judgment. But it was with Ahab, and not Omri, that Elijah 
had todo. And of this wicked son of a wicked father it is said, 
that “he did evil in the sight of the Lord, above all that were 
before him.” And in his case there is this additional and heavy 
charge: ‘And it came to pass (as if it had been a light thing for 
him to walk in the sins of Jeroboam the son of Nebat), that he 
took to wife Jezebel, the daughter of Ethbaal, king of the Zido- 
nians, and went and served Baal and worshipped him. And he 
reared up an altar for Baal in the house of Baal, which he had 
built in Samaria. And Ahab made a grove; and Ahab did more 
to provoke the Lord God of Israel to anger than all the kings of 
Israel that were before him.” 

The Lord would not, however, punish even Ahab without due 
and sufficient warning. Accordingly, He meets these hitherto 
unheard-of provocations and outrages, by raising up a faithful 
witness against them, his servant Elijah the Tishbite. The awful 
and glowing testimony of the devoted man of God availed not to 
move those who heard it to repentance and amendment of life. 
He at length saw and felt that no words uttered by the lips of 
man could arrest the infatuated nation in its downward career, 
and that severe judgments could alone stop the growing evil, and 
prevent the entire and irremediable apostasy of the ten tribes 
from the God of their fathers. Elijah’s heart could not bear the 
thought of such utter and hopeless defection ; and choosing what 
_ appeared to him the unspeakably less evil, in the fulness of his 
holy zeal and jealousy for the honour of Jehovah, and in the 
spirit of a true and God-fearing patriotism—and all other 
patriotism is hollow and worthless—he prayed that dew and rain 
might be denied for a time to the guilty land, until the suffering 
people should learn, by painful experience, that Jehovah and not 
Baal was the almighty source of power and goodness—that the 
Lord of Israel was the only giver of fruitful seasons, of seed-time 
and harvest—and that to desert Him for the service of Baal was 


to bring upon themselves certain shame and desolation. The ° 


apparently strange prayer of which we are speaking was not the 
petition of a discontented and disappointed man, who in the 
bitterness of personal mortification invoked the Divine judg- 
ments upon those who had despised his warnings. The very 
fact that Elijah’s prayer was so literally and awfully answered, 
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while he was himself so carefully nourished, and preserved from 
the pursuit of his enemies, by Him to whom the petition was 
addressed, will of itself convince the humble and.devout student 
of Scripture, that the prayer was uttered in a godly spirit, that 
it was the fruit of a godly jealousy for the honour of the Lord of 
hosts, the God of his fathers, and of sincere patriotic desire for 
the true welfare of his nation, and that it was acceptable unto 
Him to whom it was offered. 

Divine testimony against transgression, when it fails to make 
a right impression upon the wicked, too frequently hardens and 
confirms them in their evil courses. Elijah’s fervid reproofs 
and prophetic denunciations proved the savour of “ death unto 
death” to Ahab and Jezebel, who, exasperated by rebuke and 
menace, became the still more fierce and determined champions 
of the idolatry which had so greatly provoked the Divine Ma- 
jesty. How easily we infer that the heart of this Zidonian 
woman, like that of Pharaoh, was rendered only more obdurate 
and stubborn by judgments which should have made her humble 
herself before the Most High in sackcloth and ashes, when we 
learn in the sequel of the history that, after three years’ ab- 
sence of dew and rain, there were gathered together to oppose 
Elijah and defy Jehovah, at Mount Carmel, “ of the prophets of 
Baal four hundred and fifty, and of the prophets of the groves 
four hundred, which ate at Jezebel’s table’’—fed there, in a 
season of judicial drought and famine, by this idolatrous foreigner, 
when hundreds, perhaps thousands of her husband’s subjects 
were perishing through lack of the necessaries of life. How 
thoroughly this artful woman had seduced that husband into 
apostasy, is too plain from the words of the sacred historian : 
“There was none like unto Ahab, which did sell himself to work 
wickedness in the sight of the Lord, whom Jezebel his wife 
stirred up.” And how successful she had been in infusing her 
own idolatrous, malignant, and persecuting spirit into the hearts 
of the great mass of the ten tribes, may be gathered from Elijah’s 
words: “The children of Israel have forsaken thy covenant, 
thrown down thy altars, and slain thy prophets with the sword ; 
and I, even I only am left, and they seek my life to take it 
away.” We learn this still more clearly, if that be possible, 
from the answer of God to the prophet, and the mention of the 
scanty remnant which had not been beguiled into the prevailing 
idolatrous apostasy ; “ Yet have I left seven thousand in Israel, 
all the knees which have not bowed unto Baal, and every mouth 
which hath not kissed him.” The power and faithfulness of God 
were shewn in the preservation of this remnant—but that the 
number of the faithful should have been so limited, is a proof 
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how apparently triumphant must have been the career of the 
daughter of Ethbaal in turning away the children of Israel from 
their allegiance to the living and true God. 

The reader will soon find, we trust, that our thus dwelling 
upon the character and actions of Jezebel is no needless digres- 
sion. It is essentially necessary to the right understanding of 
this branch of our subject, that we have a tolerably clear idea 
of the royal position and influence, of the pride and subtlety, 
and of the impious and indefatigable malignity of this Zidonian 
princess. For it must be remembered that we are endeavouring 
to account, on scriptural grounds, for the seeming prevalence of 
the judicial drought and famine in Zarephath, which belonged to 
Zidon, a town beyond the limits of Ahab’s kingdom. From 
what has already been advanced, we may easily believe that the 
Most High had special ground of quarrel, not only against apos- 
tate Israel, but also against the Zidonian woman who was the 
head, and heart, and hand of that apostasy. Whatever excuse 
might have been alleged, on the score of educational prejudice 
and ignorance, for her devotion to Baal, even after her arrival 
in Samaria to reside there as queen of the ten tribes, no such 
plea could be offered from the time that the power of Jehovah, 
and the impotence of Baal, were proved before her very eyes by 
the prevalence and long continuance of the judicial drought, 
which confirmed the divine character of Elijah’s mission, and 
unanswerably declared the truth of his prophetic denunciations. 
And yet, perhaps, even this terrible exhibition of divine power 
and indignation may have wrought only a partial faith in the 
mind of Jezebel. She may perhaps have sullenly and reluctantly 
conceded that the judicial drought which the Tishbite predicted, 
went far to prove that Jehovah had supreme power over the dew, 
and rain, and harvests in the land of Israel, and only there ; 
while in Pheenicia, in the territories of Sidon and Tyre, Baal 
had the like power and superiority. We know that when the 
army of Ahab had defeated the Syrians, ‘the servants of Ben- 
hadad said unto him, The gods of Israel are gods of the hills, 
therefore they were stronger than we; but let us fight against 
them in the plain, and surely we shall be stronger than they.” 
Jehovah had humbled Baal to the dust in Samaria; if, then, his 
power really extended so far, why did he not also do the same 


in the idol’s own territory? The Zidonian princess, then, her: 


priests and prophets, with those of the children of Israel whom 
she had seduced into hardened apostasy, had to be taught yet 
more thoroughly the folly and wickedness of their idolatry. 
Now Pheenicia, though not exclusively, was especially the region 
where Baal was adored and honoured ; and the magnificent and 
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opulent cities of Tyre and Sidon were, so to speak, his metro- 
politan strongholds. Can we wonder, then—(or rather should 
we not almost expect such a thing)—that the Lord should have 
seen fit to shew to Ahab, Jezebel, and apostate Israel, that Baal 
was as utterly powerless in Sidon as in Samaria? This would 
be the natural result, at the court of Ahab, of the tidings that 
the drought, which Elijah had denounced in the name of the 
Most High as the righteous punishment of Israel’s defection to 
Baal, had extended into the very land and realm of that con- 
temptible and intrusive idol, in whose honour, and for whose 
cause, a temple and altar had been erected in Samaria, within 
the territory of Ephraim—the altars of Jehovah had been thrown 
down, and the blood of his prophets shed like water. Is it, 
then, to be regarded as a strange thing, if the Lord at length 
makes bare his arm, and puts Baal to open shame in the land 
“of Ethbaal, king of Sidon,” the father of the impious and 
malignant Jezebel? This view, which we are inclined to regard 
as a legitimate inference from the scriptural narrative, taken in 
connexion with the fact of the Hebrew theocracy, is apparently 
not without a certain degree of support from secular testimony. 
Josephus tells us that about this time the Tyrian annals speak 
of a drought and famine, which prevailed nearly a year. This 
would assist in inclining us to think that the God of Israel, as 
the God of the whole earth, triumphed over Baal in the cities 
of Tyre and Sidon, as well as in the obscure town of Zarephath 
and its immediate vicinity, and that the drought in Pheenicia 
was only contemporary with the concluding period of that in 
Samaria. 

In the few sentences which follow, we regard the miraculous 
supply of food to Elijah by ravens (rejecting the view which 
would substitute Arabians for these birds), as one of the histo- 
rical facts recorded in the Hebrew Scriptures, and merely sug- 
gest what may be looked upon as possible, without offering it as 
a supposition so probable as to challenge acceptance. No one 
will think that fresh food was created for the prophet by divine 
power every morning and evening, and then brought to. him 
from a distance. Nor is it likely that the ravens took bread and 
flesh where they could find them, without the knowledge and 
consent of those to whom the food belonged. According to our 
idea of the administration of the Hebrew theocracy, the judicial 
drought, which was inflicted on Samaria as a punishment for 
Israel’s apostasy to Baal, would not extend to the neighbouring 
kingdom of the two tribes of Judah and Benjamin. The terri- 
tory of Ephraim immediately adjoined that of Judah. If we 
believe that God could, had such been his pleasure, have com- 
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manded Arabians to do his will concerning the prophet Elijah, 
there is no difficulty in supposing that He may have commanded 
one or more devout families, within the confines of the realm of 
Judah, in comfortable worldly circumstances, to prepare twice 
in every twenty-four hours, a sufficient quantity of bread and 
flesh for the morning and evening meal of the prophet, and to 
place it where the ministering ravens could find ready access to 
it. From the Cherith to the borders of Judah would not be too 
long a distance for a raven’s flight ; and thus either the ravens 
of Samaria, or those of Judah, would duly discharge their ap- 
pointed task every morning and evening, until the drying up of 
the waters of the Cherith should render it necessary for the 
Tishbite to remove elsewhere. 

. We are occasionally surprised to find passages of Scripture, 
of which we had previously taken little account, unexpectedly 
assuming a certain value and importance. For example, we 
meet with the following commandment in the Mosaic law: 
“ And these are they which ye shall have in abomination among 
the fowls ; they shall not be eaten ; they are an abomination . . . 
every raven after his kind.” While desirous to avoid laying 
greater stress on these words than they will fairly bear, a plain 
and candid mind can scarcely refrain from drawing from them 
an inference favourable to the authenticity of the history of 
Elijah, as delivered to us by the sacred penman. Though the 
command only applies to the rejected bird as an article of food, 
yet the Hebrew would be naturally trained to regard it with a 
feeling of religious dislike, Hence it is improbable that an 
Israelite, seeking to compose a religious story connected with 
the name of one of the holiest prophets, that should be accept- 
able to his countrymen, would choose to make the unclean raven 
the trusty and domestic messenger between the God of Israel 
and that holy prophet. The very employment of the excommu- 
nicated bird speaks of fact rather than fiction. To one who 
wrote from the stores of his own imagination, it might have 
seemed a more specious course to give the Tishbite, at such a 
time, a less generous and more ascetic diet; to deny him flesh, 
and furnish him only with bread. Fiction, having laid this 
foundation, might have proceeded to select clean birds, as the 
dove (though without the convenient and capacious beak of the 


raven), to convey this simple food. Yet if, in this case, religious . 


prejudices would have been carefully respected, the narrative 
would no longer have possessed a certain self-authenticating 
character which now seems to belong to it. 

But whether we suppose Elijah to have been fed at the 
Cherith by ravens or Arabians, the authenticity of the miracu- 
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lous transaction has the highest sanction. In the time of our 
Lord, what happened at the Cherith doubtless formed a part of 
the scriptural record of the life of Elijah as well as his sojourn 
at Zarephath. When therefore Jesus cited the latter (Luke iv. 
25) as a fact, he may be understood to have also virtually con- 
firmed the former. 


G. 








DUSTERDIECK. AND OTHERS ON THE APOCALYPSE.« 


WE propose, in this article, to speak briefly of the kind of com- 
position to which the Apocalypse belongs, and its practical de- 
sign, and to give an analysis, and to some extent an explanation, 
of the subject or contents of the book. We shall also point 
out the difference between the views of Dr. Diisterdieck and 
those of De Wette and Liicke,—with which latter in general we 
agree,—on one or two interesting points. 

We are aware of the general feeling in regard to the Apoca- 
lypse, as a mysterious and unintelligible book. It was said of 
Calvin, by Scaliger, that he shewed his wisdom in nof writing 
a commentary on the Apocalypse. Whether this be true or 
not, it is certain that writers without number have shewn folly 
enough in what they have written upon it. The world has 
continued to go on in its even course, while expositor after 
expositor who has predicted its dissolution from the mystic 
pages of,the Apocalypse has gone down to the dust, his time- 
exploded theory remaining only as a monument of wasted labour 
and perverted talent. 

Whether it be possible to explain this remarkable book to 
the entire satisfaction of minds destitute of literary culture, 
may admit of a question. But it seems to us that, since the 
time of Eichhorn, there has been no difficulty in the way of 
persons accustomed to reading and reflection, to prevent their 
arriving at tolerably correct views of the nature and meaning 
of this wonderful production. Notwithstanding the errors into 
which that distinguished scholar fell in regard to the species of 





* Kritisch Exegetischer Kommentar iiber das Neue Testament, von Dr. Heinr. 
Aug. Wilh. Meyer, Consistorialrath in Hannover. Sechzehnte Abtheilung. 
Die Offenbarung Johannis. Bearbeitet von Dr. Friedr. Diisterdieck. Gottingen. 
1859. [From the Christian Examiner, published at Boston, U.S. Though we 
cannot agree with the writer in his doctrinal opinions, there is much that is 
valuable and suggestive in this essay.—Ep. J. S. L.| 
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composition to which the Apocalypse belongs, and in regard to 
the meaning of some particular parts of it, to him belongs the 
great merit of putting the exposition of the work on a right 
foundation. The secret of his success was in giving up old 
theories in respect to the interpretation of prophetic language, 
and in regarding the Apocalypse as a human composition, to 
be explained on the same principles of interpretation as all 
other books, and in view of the historical circumstances, the 
religious opinions, which were present to the mind of the 
writer, and the forms of thought and composition which existed 
in his time. Especially he abandoned the theory that the mean- 
ing of a prediction can be ascertained by distant events, and 
proceeded on the true view of regarding the Apocalypse as con- 
taining the subjective views of the writer,—which might, or 
might not, be justified by the occurrence of contingent or his- 
torical events. 

Eichhorn regarded the Apocalypse as a drama, or rather as 
a spectator’s description of a drama. In this opinion he has 
been followed by none of the learned modern expositors. It is 
not justified by a consideration of the class of Hebrew writings 
from which it sprung, nor by a careful survey of the contents 
of the book. It is true that the meaning of the writer is con- 
veyed in the language of symbols, addressed, as it were, to the 
sense of sight. There is a sort of scenical representation. But 
it is for the most part a representation of prophetic symbols 
rather than of actual occurrences, and of general ideas rather 
than of particular actions. The attempt to bring it under the 
categories of classic or modern literature, and reduce it to the 
form of a drama, marking out the prolusion, the intermediate 
acts, and the conclusion, overlooks the kind of literature from 
which it sprung, and serves only to confuse the reader, and to 
add darkness rather than light to the composition. It is pure 
hypothesis, and proceeded from one who was never at a loss for 
an ingenious theory on any subject. 

No better success has attended the efforts of those who have 
regarded the Apocalypse as an epic poem ; though undoubtedly 
it has some features which belong to that species of poetic 
composition. 

The author was a Jewish Christian prophet; a prophet 


under the Christian dispensation, resembling some of the pro- 


phets of the Old Testament under the Jewish. The class of 
composition to which the work belongs was the symbolical pro- 
phetic; that is, the peculiar kind of prophetic composition to 
which the Jewish prophets tended in the later period of the 
national literature. Portions of the books of Ezekiel, Zecha- 
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riah, and Daniel, evidently belong to the same species of com- 
position. Other writings of the same general nature, though 
far inferior in excellence, are the Revelation of Peter, the Book 
of Enoch, which was probably written before it, the Book of 
the Ascension of Isaiah, the Fourth Book of Esdras, and the 
Sibylline Oracles. The Cabalistic writings of the Jews also con- 
tain similar ideas. 

These ancient uncanonical writings, though not to be com- 
pared with the Apocalypse in religious inspiration or literary 
excellence, yet shew that there did exist, near the time of its 
author, a style of composition of the same general nature,—a 
fashion of expressing one’s thoughts similar to that which we 
find in the Apocalypse. They shew that its symbols and em- 
blems are not mere images, immediately suggested by the Deity 
to the mind of the prophet ;. not arbitrary signs, of which he 
did not himself understand the signification, and which were to 
be interpreted by distant events; but, in certain kinds of com- 
position, the ordinary language of the times, having a definite 
meaning for the contemporaries of the writer,—language which 
the contemporaneous readers of the book were expected to un- 
derstand and to be influenced by. At the time of publication, 
the Apocalypse was, without doubt, understood by its readers 
with as little difficulty as the Epistles of Paul. For in the latter 
are some things which can be found out only by those “ who 
have wisdom.” 

In regard to the practical design of the author, it was evi- 
dently the same which the writers of the Epistles of the New 
Testament had in view; namely, to confirm Christians of his 
own times in the faith,—to excite them to perseverance in the 
Christian virtues, and to prevent their falling away under the 
terrors of persecution, and even to exhort Jews and Gentiles 
to conversion. (See i. 9; ii. 10; iii. 10; xiii. 7; xi. 13; and 
xiv. 6.) 

Such was the author’s practical design. It is the same with 
that which the apostles generally had in view. Now, in order 
to effect this object, it is well known that the apostles continu- 
ally refer to the near coming of Christ. It was impressed on 
their minds, that the low distressed condition of Christians was 
not long to remain what it was. Christ would speedily come to 
exalt his friends and punish his enemies, and establish his king- 
dom beyond all opposition. 

Our Saviour himself had predicted a coming of his, which 
was to take place during the lifetime of those who listened to 
his prediction. See Matt. xvi. 28. It has generally been sup- 
posed that this relates to an invisible or spiritual coming; a 
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coming which was to be manifested in the display of power for 
the establishment of his kingdom, or a coming in the spirit and 
power of his religion in the minds of men. However this may 
be, it is evident that the apostles expected, in their own day, a 
personal coming of Christ, visible to the outward eye. Amid 
all their labours and trials, and all the dangers and persecutions 
of the churches which they founded, this was their great topic 
of encouragement, of admonition, of warning, and of consola- 
tion. “The coming of the Lord draweth nigh ;” “the Lord is 
at hand.” (See James v. 8; 1 Pet. iv. 7; Phil. iv. 5; 1 Thess. 
iv. 16, 17.) It was to be a coming of triumph to his friends, of 
confusion and destruction to his enemies. 

This speedy coming of Christ filled the mind of the writer 
of the Apocalypse, and is urged by him as the great motive and 
means by which his practical design was to be accomplished. It 
is announced at the outset: “Behold he cometh in clouds, and 
every eye shall see him!” It forms the devout aspiration at the 
close of the book: “Surely I come quickly: Amen! Even so 
come, Lord Jesus!” It runs through the whole book, as the 
principal idea. (Comp. ii. 16; iii. 3, 11; vi. 2; xii. 10; xix. 11; 
xxii. 7.) In connexion with its practical design, the subject of 
the book may be stated to be, the coming of Christ, and the 
events which, as the writer believed, would precede and accom- 
pany his reign. 

The difference between the Apocalypse and the Epistles of 
the New Testament in relation to this subject of the coming 
of Christ is, that the former is a prophetic poem, while the 
latter are plain prose. The former sets forth in a series of pro- 
phetic symbols what the apostles express in plain, unstudied de- 
clarations. The former would bring home the great event of 
the coming of Christ to the imagination, as well as the faith, of 
his readers. What there is in the Apocalypse more than in 
the Epistles and the Gospels, is to be attributed to the imagi- 
nation of the writer, under the influence of strong inspiration, 
or to the opinions which he held, in common with his con- 
temporaries, as to the events which would precede or accom- 
pany, first the limited, and afterwards the complete, establish- 
ment of Christ’s kingdom, when he should in person descend 
from heaven. Many of the opinions which the Jews entertained 


respecting the first coming of the Messiah were transferred by” 


the early Christians to his second coming. These opinions, 
drawn from the oral narratives which now form the Gospels, 
from the Epistles, from contemporaneous writings which are 
lost, and of which we have similar ones in the Book of Enoch 
and others before mentioned, are embodied in the Apocalypse, 
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embellished by a great variety of figures and symbols drawn 
from the prophet’s own imagination. 

The ground-idea only—what Christ predicted—the esta- 
blishment of the kingdom of God in some way—the triumph of 
Christian principles, and the blessedness which will be their 
result to society and to individuals on earth and in heaven,— 
this is all which can be literally fulfilled. All the rest having 
reference to contingent events, is to be referred to opinions of 
the writer and his contemporaries, which, we think, time has 
proved to be unfounded. 

With these views of the character, design, and subject of the 
Apocalypse, it appears to us that it will not be more difficult 
to arrive at the meaning of it than of other portions of the New 
Testament. 

In the mind of the writer, the coming of Christ and the es- 
tablishment of his kingdom were evidently not regarded as 
purely spiritual events. He could not say, as Christ did, “The 
kingdom of God cometh not with observation.” It was con- 
nected in his mind with the putting down of physical power in 
heaven and on earth. There was to be war in heaven and on 
earth, in his view, before Christ should reign in triumph. Hence 
a great part of the work consists in symbolic prediction of the 
ruin or destruction of those political powers which were thought 
to present the greatest obstacles to the establishment of the 
kingdom of Christ—viz., Jerusalem and Rome. These cities 
were the centres and representatives of all the earthly force, 
with the exception of that of the extreme North, which is after- 
wards introduced under the name of God and Magog, which was 
supposed to be in opposition to the triumphant establishment of 
the kingdom of Christ. 

With respect to its contents, the Apocalypse may be divided 
into five parts :— 

I. A short statement respecting the writer (chap. i. 1—4). 

II. A vision of Jesus Christ to the author, in which he is 
represented as directing him to write letters of encouragement, 
admonition, or rebuke, to the seven churches of Asia Minor 
(chap. i. 5—iii.). 

III. A succession of symbolic visions and representations, 
setting forth how the opposition to Christ’s kingdom from the 
Jewish nation was to be put down (chap. iv.—xi.). 

IV. Another succession of visions and symbols, representing 
the destruction of the opposition to Christ’s kingdom which 
came from heathenism and was embodied at Rome, and after- 
wards in the North, and the final triumphant reign of Christ 
(chap. xii.—xxii. 6.). 

c 2 
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V. Concluding remarks relating to the book (chap. xxii. 6, 
to the end). 

Of these five divisions, the third and fourth may be regarded 
as the Apocalypse proper ; that is, they contain the symbolical 
revelation of things future. They extend from chap. iv. 1 to 
xxii. 6, and contain visions and symbols relating to the forces 
which are opposed to Christ, and to his final victory over them. 
A more particular analysis, accompanied with explanatory re- 
marks, is as follows. 

In the beginning of chap. iv. John is represented as seeing 
a door opened in heaven, and hearing the same voice which 
directed him to write the letters to the seven churches of Asia 
Minor, saying to him, “Come up hither, and I will shew thee 
what things must hereafter come to pass.” He is in the spirit 
caught up to heaven, and sees Jehovah seated on a splendid 
throne, surrounded by a rainbow in brightness like an emerald, 
supported by four wonderful living creatures, and having around 
it seats, upon which sat four-and-twenty elders in white gar- 
ments, with crowns of gold on their heads, who were continually 
praising Him that sat on the throne. In chap. v. is seen in the 
right hand of Jehovah, who sat on the throne, a book sealed with 
seven seals, obviously the book of the Divine purposes respecting 
the future events which the writer was about to set forth in his 
symbolic language. None of the inhabitants of heaven is able 
to open that sealed book. On this account John weeps. An 
angel tells him to be comforted, since the Messiah, the Lion of 
the tribe of Judah, had prevailed to loose the seals and unroll 
the book. Immediately a Lamb with seven eyes, symbols of 
knowledge, and as many horns, symbols of strength, with the 
marks of a bloody death upon it, undertakes, and that with 
success, to open the sealed volume amid the acclamations of all 
the spirits in heaven. 

In chap. vi. begins the unveiling of the future, through the 
opening of the seven seals by the Messiah. The first four form 
a separate division, containing symbols which go together. The 
first seal of the book of destiny is opened by the Lamb, and a 
white horse is seen, his rider having a bow in his hand, and re- 
ceiving a crown upon his head as he rides forth to conquer. 


This symbol evidently denotes victory, as destined to be the 


final result of the Messiah’s cause. 

With the opening of the second seal a red horse, having a 
rider with a great sword in his hand, to whom it was given 
to take peace from the earth, appears as the symbol of coming 
war, 


The third seal opens, and a black horse, with a pair of scales 
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in his hand to weigh out the wheat rather than measure it, ap- 
pears as the symbol of famine. 

With the opening of the fourth seal appears on the scene a 
pale horse, having a rider whose name is Death, manifestly the 
symbol of pestilence. All these four emblems of victory, war, 
famine, and pestilence are followed by Hades, the region of the 
dead personified, and together with it are set forth the calamities 
which are to be inflicted on the enemies of Christ, as a prepara- 
tion for his triumph, or the victorious establishment of his king- 
dom (vi. 1—9). 

The fifth seal is opened, and the voice of martyred Christians 
is heard under the altar in heaven, calling aloud for vengeance 
on their persecutors and murderers. The design of this repre- 
sentation is evident; namely, to shew that the calamities de- 
noted by the preceding symbols relate to the enemies of Christ 
and Christians (vi. 9—11). They are told to wait a little longer, 
till the impending martyrdom of their fellows should be com- 
pleted. 

On the opening of the sixth seal, still more dreadful symbols 
of calamity and punishment, which should fall on the opposers 
of Christianity, are exhibited. An earthquake, the sun becoming 
black like sackcloth, the moon becoming like blood, the stars 
falling from heaven, the firmament parting as a scroll is rolled 
up, are mere general symbols of approaching calamities about to 
full on the enemies of Christ, or of the near approach of the 
time of judgment (vi. 12—17). 

Before the opening of the seventh seal a vision is interposed, 
the design of which seems to be to shew that the faithful fol- 
lowers of Christ had nothing to fear from the calamities which 
had been announced on the opening of the six preceding seals, 
but rather to hope that their sufferings would then be brought 
to an end, either by life or by death. An angel appears, holding 
fast the four winds, while another angel, during the stillness of 
nature, sets a seal on the followers of Christ. An immense 
number is sealed, whose song of praise and happiness in the 
presence of Christ is described (chap. vii.). 

Then comes the opening of the seventh seal, the contents of 
which are so dreadful as to cause a silent horror in the inhabi- 
tants of heaven for a considerable time. It is the stillness of 
expectation, such as precedes a storm. Seven angels are repre- 
sented as appearing, furnished with seven trumpets. As the 
approach of an army among the Jews was announced by the 
sound of trumpets, so these seven angels in the same way an- 
nounce the coming of the Messiah to put down his enemies, 
Before the trumpets sound, incense is burnt by another angel in 
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a golden censer before the throne of God, as a symbol of the 
prayers of Christians. Their prayer is heard; in token of which 
fire is taken by the angel from the altar and scattered upon the 
earth, to denote the punishment which was soon to come upon 
the enemies of Christians. The angels prepare to sound their 
trumpets. Four of them form a separate division from the rest, 
as was the case with four of the seven seals. These four sound, 
and various calamities, represented by hail, fire, blood, poisoning 
of the waters, the darkening and falling of the heavenly bodies, 
come upon the earth (chap. viii.). 

The fifth angel now sounds his trumpet, and the first woe 
commences. An angel-star, which had fallen from heaven, is 
seen by John to open the door of the bottomless pit, from which 
swarms of locusts, such as we find described in the book of Joel, 
are represented as issuing forth. These probably represent in- 
vading armies. They were to injure, without utterly destroying 
those who had not the seal of God in their foreheads. They come 
under the instigation and leadership of Apollyon (ix. 1-—12). 

Now the sixth angel sounds, and the four angels of destruc- 
tion, who had been bound at the river Euphrates, are let loose. 
With them comes an immense host of cavalry, terrible in respect 
both of horses and riders, who are said to destroy a third part 
of men ; that is, to inflict very extensive destruction. The re- 
maining part are said to remain impenitent and unreformed. 
It is to be observed that all the symbols of woe which accompany 
the sounding of the fifth and sixth trumpets are merely prepa- 
ratory, or by way of prelude, to the great event or consumma- 
tion, which is set forth in the eleventh chapter, by which the 
opposition of the Jewish state to Christianity is put down. 
That is, they do not denote particular independent events, but 
have reference to the one great catastrophe set forth in the 
eleventh chapter (ix. 13—21). 

Previous to the sounding of the seventh trumpet, which is 
to introduce the concluding woe, a new scene or symbol is in- 
troduced. An angel descends from heaven, clothed with a cloud, 
having a rainbow upon his head, his face being like the sun, and 
his feet like pillars of brass. He has in his hand an open book- 
roll. With his right foot on the sea and his left foot on the 
earth, he swears that there should be no longer delay ;’ namely, 


in the accomplishment of the purposes of God relating to the 


establishment of the Messiah’s kingdom, when the seventh angel 
should sound. The angel gives John the book-roll which was 





’ “Ort xpdvos oikér: Eora, erroneously rendered in the Common Version, “ that 
there should be time no longer.” 
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in his hand, the volume of the Divine purposes, and directs him 
to eat it. It was sweet to his mouth, but bitter in his stomach. 
The former circumstance denotes the seer’s joy on account of 
being intrusted with the Divine message, and the latter ex- 
presses his feeling of pain on account of the woes which formed 
the substance of the message contained in the roll. The eating 
of the book is symbolical of the reception of the prophet’s gifts 
for the remaining part of his revelations of the future (chap. x.). 

And now, before the coming of the second woe and the de- 
struction of the Jewish power, the question occurs to the seer, 
How shall it be with the holy temple of God? His patriotic 
Jewish feeling seems to lead him to answer the question in a 
way not accordant with Matthew’s gospel, and with the actual 
event. He cannot conceive of the holy temple’s’ destruction. 
A measuring-rod is represented as given to the seer, and he is 
directed to measure the temple, the altar, and its worshippers, 
as a symbol that these were to be preserved amid the impend- 
ing calamities; but not to measure the outer court, for that 
was to be given to the Gentiles, who should waste it for three 
years and a half. Only the temple proper is to be spared. 
During the time of the conquest of the Holy City, two witnesses, 
probably Moses and Elijah, would prophesy, clothed in sack- 
cloth. At the end of their testimony, they were to be slain by 
the beast from the bottomless pit, that is, the antichristian 
power, which is afterwards, in chap. xiii. and xvii., more par- 
ticularly set forth. Their dead bodies were to lie three days 
and a half in Jerusalem, “ the city where our Lord was cruci- 
fied.’ But afterwards they would arise and ascend to heaven 
in a cloud, ia the sight of their enemies. In the same hour, 
a tenth part of the Holy City fell; seven thousand men per- 
ished, and the remnant gave glory to the God of heaven, that 
is, became subjects of the Messiah’s kingdom. ‘This was the 
conclusion of the second woe. It put an end to the opposition 
to Christ’s kingdom from the Jewish nation. But this was only 
preliminary to a greater contest,—only preparatory for the final 
triumph of Christ over the opposition from Rome. The second 
woe completes all that relates to Jerusalem (xi. i3). 

Then commences the preparation of the third woe, which 
has no relation to the Jewish nation, and does not take place, 
as we suppose, till the pouring out of the seven vials, by which 
the Roman antichristian power is put down in chap. xvi. 





¢ Diisterdieck, in agreement with Ewald, Liicke, Bleek, and De Wette, has 
demonstrated with great ability the untenableness of the allegorizing view of 
Hengstenberg, that the temple can here mean the Christian Church. 











24 Diisterdieck and others on the Apocalypse. [ October, 


The seventh angel now sounds his trumpet, by which, we con- 
ceive, not the immediate completion, but the ideal or prophetic 
certainty, of the third woe is announced. The voices of praise 
in heaven, celebrating the establishment of the reign of Christ 
(xi. 15—18), are an account of what is to be, when the third 
woe is passed, and relate to the whole contents of chap. xii.— 
xix. The sounding of the seventh angel’s trumpet so surely 
indicates that the kingdoms of the world will speedily become 
the kingdoms of our Lord and of his Christ, that the inhabitants 
of heaven give praise, as if the event had come. In confor- 
mity with this view is the meaning of verse nineteen: “ And 
the temple of God was opened in heaven, and there was seen 
in his temple the ark of his covenant.” The temple is the 
peculiar dwelling-place of God, who keeps his covenant or 
promises. The opening of this temple, and the vision of the 
ark of the covenant, indicate the revelation of the mysterious 
purposes of God relating to the establishment of the kingdom 
of his Son (xi. 19). 

And now, instead of proceeding immediately to the descrip- 
tion of the third woe, the poet-seer proceeds to a highly imagi- 
native description of the enemies which were to be put down, 
prefixing to it a symbolical representation of the birth of Christ. 
This constant postponement of the final triumph of Christ over 
his enemies by the interposition of preparatory symbolical scenes, 
is evidence of the writer’s skill, and makes the difference between 
a poem and a plain prose statement, which might have been 
made in a very few lines. 

A great and horrible dragon, with seven heads, seven horns, 
and ten crowns on each of his heads,—the Satanic archetype 
in heaven of the beast representing the Roman power on earth, 
—is represented as watching a woman clothed with the sun, 
and having the moon under her feet,—a symbol of the true 
Jewish Church, or theocracy,—who was about to bring forth 
a child, namely, the Messiah, with the purpose of devouring 
the child. This monster, Satan, is represented as cast out 
of heaven by Michael, the archangel, and his hosts; and the 
woman and her son are rescued. This casting out of Satan 
from heaven, being regarded as typical of what was to be on 
the earth, occasions great rejoicing and thanksgiving in the 


heavenly world. But Satan is represented as still remaining - 


upon the earth, having great wrath, and stirring up all his in- 
struments to war against the woman, her child the Messiah, 
and his followers (chap. xii.). Two of these instruments are 
represented under the symbols of monstrous beasts, evidently 
denoting heathen Rome, and the idolatrous priesthood or pro- 
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phethood of Rome, as rising in succession, the one from the 
sea, and the other from the earth. As the sea was conceived of 
as encompassing the whole earth, the representation that the 
principal beast comes from the sea, and the second, which was 
merely an adjunct power wholly in the service of the first, 
from the land, is probably designed to set forth the all-compre- 
hensive grasp of the Roman empire. One of the heads, 
“wounded to death, but whose deadly wound was healed,” 
denotes Nero,’ who had wielded the power of the Roman em- 
pire, and had been put to death, but was expected to re-appear 
as Antichrist (comp. chap. xvii. 8—11). The vast influence of 
both beasts is further described, and the name of the beast given 
in the number six hundred and sixty-six, as an enigma to be in- 
terpreted by the wise. If this number refers, as is most pro- 
bable, to the letters of the Greek alphabet which denote it, the 
name of the beast is Aare~vos,’ Latin, the noun implied being 
dads, people, or adtoxpdtwp, emperor. If the number refer to 
the letters of the Hebrew alphabet which denote it, the beast’s 
name might be -op yj, Nero Cesar (chap. xiii.). 

And now against these terrible forces under the conduct of 
Satan, the writer sets forth, in striking contrast, symbols of the 
victory and rest, which are designed by the Almighty to be the 
final issue of the conflict. The purpose of this is to encourage 
and console. Christ is seen on Mount Zion surrounded by 
the redeemed (xiv. 1—6). Then follow successive proclama- 
tions by three angels. The first announces the spread of 
the Gospel throughout the world. The second proclaims the 
fall of Rome, under the name of Babylon; that is, its destined 
fall. For that which is decreed in heaven is, in the Hebrew 
and New Testament idiom, often represented as done (6—8). 
The third declares the judgments which awaited the followers 
of the beast. This is followed by a voice declaring the blessed- 
ness of Christ’s followers (9—13). Then follow images setting 
forth the near approach of the Messiah, under the form of a man 
with a sharp sickle, who is directed by an angel to thrust it in 
and reap. Other images succeed, of similar import (14—20). 

The symbols and pledges of Divine retribution having been 
thus given, preparation is made for its execution in chap. xv. 
The writer sees a new vision in heaven, namely, seven angels 
receiving from God the commission to inflict the seven last 
plagues, by which the wrath of God was to be accomplished 
upon the two beasts, representing the Roman antichristian 





4 So Victorinus, Ewald, Liicke, De Wette, Bleek, Baur, Stuart. 
* Thus, A 30, a 1, 7 300, € 5, ¢ 10, v 50, 0 70, s 200666. 
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power. As soon as this is seen, the host of martyrs sing a 
song of anticipated triumph, called the song of Moses and 
of the Lamb, because it has been sung by Moses and by the 
Lamb, and Christians have learned it of them. The unity 
of the Church of God, begun in Judaism and continued under 
Christ, is thus recognized. Then from the temple in heaven, 
the peculiar abode of God, the keeper of his covenant or 
promises, the seven angels go forth, receiving seven golden 
vials or bowls, filled with the wrath of God. The decree of 
retribution is irrevocable. No one can enter the temple in 
heaven until it is accomplished (xv. 1—8). 

At the command of a voice issuing from the heavenly tem- 
ple, the seven angels pour out their vials. The calamities 
which have been announced by the foregoing symbols are ac- 
tually inflicted. The Roman antichristian power, i.e., Rome 
with her dependent cities, is brought to a ruinous state (chap. 
xvi.). The absolute completion of its destruction is not repre- 
sented as taking place until chap. xix. 11—2], under the im- 
mediate presence of Christ at the head of his army. 

Then follows a more particular account of the judgment 
upon Rome, and the causes of it, in a conversation between 
an angel and the writer, and in other visions, in chap. xvii. 
Here occurs a remarkable description of the Roman power, as 
“the beast which was, and is not, and shall ascend out of the 
bottomless pit ;” and again, as “the beast which was, and is 
not, and shall come ;’/ and of seven kings, of whom five are 
represented as fallen, one as then existing, one as about to 
come and continue but a short time, and one as being about 
to come as the eighth, and yet be one of the seven. This enig- 
matical description admits, as it appears to us, of but one 
satisfactory solution, namely, that which supposes the five 
kings who had fallen to denote five Roman emperors,—1. Au- 
gustus, 2. Tiberius, 3. Caligula, 4. Claudius, 5. Nero. For 
there appears to have been an expectation in all parts of the 
Roman empire, and even in the Christian Church down to the 
time of Augustine, that Nero would come to life and again 
appear on the stage. The writer of the Apocalypse, adopting 
this wide-spread opinion, represents Nero as the head of the 
empire, as one of the five which had fallen, and thus as the 


beast which was, and is not, and shall come as the eighth king, 


though one of the seven. ‘The sixth emperor, then, will be 
Galba, or, if we exclude Galba Otho and Vitellius as mere 





S Kal rdpeora, and shall come, instead of kalrep early, and yet is, is the read- 
ing of all the late critical editions. 
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insurrectionary princes, the sixth will be Vespasian. After 
the seventh, which the writer does not mention by name, but 
which he might well expect to be short-lived in the tumultuous 
times of Galba, Nero was to reappear as the eighth, and soon 
afterwards to go to destruction, being overcome by the Lamb 
(chap. xvii.) 

In chap. xviii, another angel is seen descending from heaven, 
announcing the utter destruction of Rome as immediately im- 
pending (1—3). The people of God are warned to come out of 
her (4—8). The lamentation over her destined fall is then 
described (9—19). Heaven is called upon to rejoice over her 
sure destruction, and an angel takes up a great millstone and 
casts it into the sea, as a symbol that she shall fall to rise no 
more (20—24). 

And now, before the final and complete triumph over the 
beast and false prophet, the writer, according to his custom, 
brings in an episode of thanksgiving and praise, in view of the 
victory which the Messiah is to win (xix. 1—10). Then appears, 
in the dress of a triumphant warrior, the faithful and true judge 
and irresistible conqueror the Messiah, followed by his heavenly 
warriors. The two beasts from the sea and the land in vain 
endeavour to make resistance. They are seized and cast alive 
into the lake which burneth with fire and brimstone, and 
their followers slain by the sword which proceeded from the 
mouth of the victor, who sat upon the white horse. The sword 
from his mouth seems to indicate his pronouncing sentence as 
judge, and the power with which it is executed (xix. 11—21). 

Now, the antichristian power which had its centre in Jeru- 
salem and in Rome having been completely subdued, there still 
remains the punishment of the instigator of all the opposition 
to Christ, namely, Satan. He is seized, bound, and cast into 
the abyss, the abode of evil spirits, there to remain a thousand 
years. During this thousand years’ confinement of Satan, the 
true followers of Christ, with those who have suffered martyr- 
dom in his cause, are to reign on earth with Christ. A judg- 
ment takes place, whose apparent design is to decide who are 
worthy of the first resurrection, and of living with Christ a 
thousand years on the earth. As to the judges who sat upon 
the thrones, and to whom the office of administering judgment 
was given, they may have been Christ and the twelve apostles 
(comp. Matt. xix. 28), or the four-and-twenty elders. That the 
reign of Christ and his followers, including those raised from 
the dead during the thousand years, though not of a worldly 
character, was to have its seat on the earth, seems plain from 
verses three, eight, and nine, and is confirmed by the well- 
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known Jewish conceptions concerning the reign of the Messiah 
(see also xix. 11). At the end of the thousand years’ reign, 
Satan is again loosed, and goes forth to deceive the nations. 
He instigates the nations of the north, called Gog and Magog, 
to engage in battle with Christ and his followers at Jerusalem, 
“the beloved city,” the seat or capital city of the kingdom of 
the Messiah on earth. But the issue of the conflict is, that 
these enemies are destroyed, and Satan himself cast into the 
burning lake, where the beast and the false prophet had been 
hurled (xx. 1—10). 

In regard to the question which has been asked, Why Christ 
should reign with his people on the earth a thousand years and 
no more, without another crisis, or contest with his enemies— 
or why, at the expiration of that period, Satan must be loosed 
a short time from his prison—we know of no answer, except that 
the writer partook of the common Jewish belief of the times 
respecting the thousand years’ reign of the Messiah,’ which 
being finite must come to an end; and entertained the positive 
opinion, perhaps derived from the Old Testament, that Gog and 
Magog must come as enemies of Christ. The letting loose of 
Satan to stir them up is in conformity with other imaginations 
of the writer respecting the work of Satan. 

And now, the opposition of all enemies ending with the 
destruction of Gog and Magog and the casting of Satan into the 
lake of fire, the second or general resurrection is represented as 
taking place, and that without any considerable interval of time. 
See xix. 5. Before the secure establishment of the final and 
absolute blessedness of the kingdom of God, it was necessary 
that all the dead, small and great, should stand before the throne 
and be judged. Now God the Creator, the ancient of days of 
Dan. vii. 9, he who makes all things new (Rev. xxi. 5), he who 
gained the last victory (xx. 9), is the judge. The dead are 
judged ; they whose names are not written in the book of life 
are cast into the lake of fire, and then death and the under- 
world (Hades), represented as persons, are, as being the pro- 
geny of sin, cast into the burning lake; that is, their power 
is destroyed. There will be no more pain or death in the new 
creation which is to follow (xx. 11—15). There is now a new 
heaven and a new earth, and to this new earth the New Jeru-. 
salem descends from heaven; that is, the heavenly archetype 
of the new Christian theocracy is realized in the renovated 


earth (xxi.—xxii. 5). Then follows the conclusion, or epilogue 
(xxii, 6—21). 





& See the Jewish opinions in Eisenmenger, ii. 811, and Wetstein on Apoc. xx. 2. 
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Such is the view of the meaning of the Apocalypse given 
by the most scientific expositors, who have discarded the alle- 
gorical or double sense, and who hold that an inspired man is one 
under the influence of the spirit of God, but yet not beyond the 
reach of all error. According to this view, it follows that when 
the Apocalyptist undertook to predict future contingent events, 
such as that the temple of Jerusalem would be spared when the 
city was assaulted, and that the destruction of the city itself 
would be only partial; that the eighth Roman emperor, whom 
he probably supposed would he Nero risen from the dead, would 
be the last; that in the time of this eighth emperor Rome would 
be reduced to a total ruin; that immediately after this there 
would be a resurrection of the martyrs in the cause of Christ, 
who would rise from the dead, and with their Master enjoy a 
thousand years of uninterrupted blessedness ; that the time of 
the general resurrection would take place a thousand years from 
the reign of the eighth Roman emperor ;—he was in error, as all 
must be who undertake to predict contingent or historical events 
of the distant future. But the ground-ideas which underlie his 
representations—such as that Christian principles have a mighty 
power, and are destined in the end to prevail against all the 
strongholds of error and sin; that progress is God’s law; that 
the world is net abandoned to the dominion of impious rulers, 
or persecuting priests; that in consequence of the prevalence 
of the religion of Christ there will be a new and better state of 
society on earth, and a triumphant state of eternal blessedness 
for the righteous—are founded in truth, and expressed with such 
fulness, strength, and vividness, that they may well be said to 
come from an inspired man, that is, one having the aid of the 
Spirit of God. He was without doubt a Jewish Christian pro- 
phet, who had cast off subjection to the ritual law, but retained a 
considerable degree of the spirit of the old theocracy, and had 
not attained to the spirituality of John the Evangelist, or Paul. 
On this account Martin Luther asserted that “the book was 
neither apostolic nor prophetic ; and “that Christ was neither 
taught nor acknowledged in it.” He must have meant that he 
found a Christ in the Apocalypse less spiritual, and less adapted 
to the heart burdened with sin, than the Christ of Paul and of the 
beloved disciple. Still it may be read with profit, as well cal- 
culated to inspire hope, trust, and confidence with respect to the 
progress of society, and to the eternal connexion between 
Christian righteousness and permanent blessedness.. It exhibits 
all the attributes of God as on the side of truth and right, and 
as pledges of their final triumph. In every age we have the 
return, with greater or less hideousness, of the beast which 
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cometh up from the sea, and the beast which cometh up from 
the land (Apoc. xiii.) ; the corrupt civil power, and its devoted 
servant, the false prophet or church. In every age it is the 
principles of Christian truth, zealously maintained by those who 
are not discouraged by the abuses of free inquiry on the one 
hand, nor attracted by the love of quiet in some old form of the 
Christian hierarchy on the other, that must gain the final vic- 
tory. Only those who hold fast the true and the right against 
all the forces which may be arrayed against them, belong to the 
army of Him who is called “faithful and true,” and who will 
finally sit on the white horse of victory (Apoc. xix. 11). 

The Apocalypse is a highly interesting monument of the 
mode of thinking and feeling of no inconsiderable portion of 
the Christian Church at a very early period, and embodies their 
opinions and expectations. Though it may be less valuable in 
some respect than the writings of the Apostles, yet on account 
of its sustained and earnest spirit, and its sublime poetry, as 
well as of the fundamental religious principles which it embodies, 
it will no doubt be read with interest as long as books last. 


What we have said on the character of the Apocalypse im- 
plies our entire agreement with those critics who believe it im- 
possible that it should have come from the author of the fourth 
Gospel, and the Epistles ascribed to John. We should like, if 
we had space, to make some remarks on the opinion of F. C. 
Baur of Tiibingen, who comes to the above conclusion, but 
ascribes the Apocalypse to John the Apostle, and the fourth 
Gospel and the Johannine Epistles to later writers. This is a 
subject of great extent, and having numerous relations, which 
forbid our entering upon it at this time. We will only say that 
the arguments of Baur have made little impression upon us. 

But there is one subject, namely, the time in which the 
Apocalypse was written, which, as it determines the stand-point 
of the author in respect to his predictions, or the political horizon 
which bounded his view, has an important bearing on the inter- 
pretation of the book. On this account, we propose to state 
briefly one or two of the reasons which have led us to the con- 
clusion that it was written before the destruction of Jerusalem 


in the time of the Emperor Galba; or possibly in the beginning 


of the reign of Vespasian. 

An opinion has been prevalent that it was written near the 
end of the reign of Domitian, about a.p. 95-96. A passage 
in Irenzus has given this opinion its principal support.’ Some 





’ In Heres., v. 30. Euseb., Hist. Ecc., iii. 18. 
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of the later fathers adopt this opinion merely on his authority. 
But he does not say whether his opinion was received from tra- 
dition, or formed from something contained in the book itself. 
Some of the early church writers ascribe the book to the reign 
of Nero; others, to that of Claudius. It appears to us that 
there is no reliable tradition which ought to have much weight 
against any internal evidence which may be found in the book 
itself. Internal evidence, in such a case, is the most conclusive 
evidence, when it can be found. Now it appears to us that there 
are in the Apocalypse indications of time, from which we may 
infer, with considerable confidence, the date of its composition. 

In the first place, there are some marks of a later date for 
the Apocalypse than for most of the Epistles of Paul. The letters 
to the seven churches of Asia Minor seem to suppose them to 
be in a more mature state than when St. Paul wrote to the 
Ephesians and Colossians. They had forgotten their first love, 
and corruptions, both of opinion and practice, had crept in. 
Persecutions, not only from the Jews, but from the Romans, 
had prevailed. These circumstances seem to carry us beyond 
the period of most of the Epistles of Paul—those which he wrote 
during his first imprisonment at Rome. But we do not see why 
they should carry us more than five or six years beyond Paul’s 
imprisonment, or about the year 68 or 69. 

Some have supposed that, as persecution is said to have 
ceased for a time after the death of Nero, the reign of Galba or 
Vespasian does not suit the persecuted condition of Christians 
as represented in the book, so well as the reign of Nero or Domi- 
tian. But there are two considerations which diminish the 
force of this suggestion: one is, that, from the nature of the 
case, the persecution of Christians would be continued by the 
priests and people of the Roman empire, long after the edicts 
which enjoined it had been revoked.’ The second is, that when 
Juda was in arebellious state against the Romans, it is ex- 
tremely probable that Christians, who were at that time regarded 
by the Romans as a sect of Jews, would be persecuted in all 
parts of the empire. We see, therefore, nothing in the Apoca- 
lypse inconsistent with its having been written soon after the 
death of Nero, when the feelings excited by his persecution were 
fresh, and when the priests and people would continue it, even 
without an imperial edict, or in spite of one. 

More definite indications of the date of the composition of 


i “Whenever the jealousy of the state was awakened, no special edict was 
required to drag them before the altar of Jupiter, and invite them to sprinkle it 
with incense, and utter a vow to the genius of the Emperor.”—Merivale, 
History of the Romans, vol. vi., p. 284. 
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the Apocalypse are found in chap. xi. and xvii. 8—11, together 
with xiii. 3. From chap. xi. it appears to us that a decisive argu- 
ment is to be drawn that the book was written before the destruc- 
tion of Jerusalem, or at least before the writer had heard of the 
destruction of Jerusalem. In verses 1, 2, the Apocalyptist is 
commanded to measure the temple of God, the altar, etc., but 
to cast out and not measure the porch, etc., because it was given 
up to the Gentiles, who would tread the holy city under foot, 
etc. Here the trampling of the city under foot is predicted as 
a future event. Now whether the temple to be measured off or 
preserved is to be understood literally or symbolically—whether 
it denote the material temple at Jerusalem or the spiritual part 
of the Jewish religion, or the Christianized part of the Jewish 
nation—it appears to us that the natural implication is that the 
Jewish temple was standing in the time of the writer ; for if the 
whole temple had been already in ruins, we should expect that 
different language would have been used ; we should expect some 
allusion to have been made to so important an event, especially 
when it is said that the outer court should be given to the 
Gentiles. ‘ 

Then in the third and following verses it is said, “I will 
give power to my two witnesses, and they shall prophesy, and be 
put to death, and their dead bodies shall be in the streets of 
Jerusalem, the place,” it is expressly added, “‘ where our Lord 
was crucified.” These two witnesses were subsequently to be 
brought to life, and to ascend to heaven, after. having been over- 
come by the beast that should ascend from the bottomless pit ; 
that is, the Roman persecuting power under Nero (comp. xvii. 
8; xiii. 1). That the Roman persecuting power is indicated 
is evident from the phrase in verse two, “it shall be given to 
the Gentiles.’ Then it is said, there was a great earthquake, 
and a tenth part of the city fell, and seven thousand men 
perished, and the rest gave glory to the God of heaven. 

Now that this is not a prediction after the event, appears 
evident from its want of conformity to the actual circumstances 
of the event. If the writer had known of the complete destruc- 
tion of the city of Jerusalem, including the temple, and of the 
hundreds of thousands that were slain or carried into captivity, 
why should he represent only a tenth part of the city as fallen, 
and only seven thousand as slain, and the rest as giving glory to 
the God of heaven? If it were a prediction made after the 
event, why was it not made to correspond with the facts? 

Nor is the difficulty removed, if we suppose that the whole 
representation is symbolical, and that the capture of Jerusalem 
was designed to be a mere emblem of the fall of Judaism. For 





WIAA 


os O ot DO O we or 


on 


yf 





Wiihaé 


1860. ] Diisterdieck and others on the Apocalypse. 33 


why should not the writer have made the emblem which he uses 
more conformable to the facts of the case? When we refer to 
the facts of history for illustration, we are not expected to mis- 
state them, more than if we refer to them on their own account 
as plain history. But it appears to us that the supposition that 
Jerusalem is in this chapter a mere symbol, is contrary to the 
whole tenor of it. If the writer had so designed it, he would 
have made his purpose distinctly to appear. From this chapter 
then, we draw a very decisive argument that the Apocalypse was 
written before the fall of Jerusalem. 

In chap. xvii. we have, unless we are mistaken in our inter- 
pretation of it, still more definite indications of the time of its 
composition ; namely, before the destruction of Jerusalem and 
after the death of Nero; not during his life, as Mr. Stuart and 
a few others have maintained. 

In ver. 3 we evidently have a symbolical representation of 
heathen Rome, under the image of a woman sitting upon a 
scarlet-coloured beast having seven heads and ten horns. In 
ver. 7 there are also said to be seven mountains or hills on which 
the woman sitteth. But in verses 8—11 we read, “‘ The beast 
which thou sawest was, and is not, and shall ascend out of the 
bottomless pit, and go into perdition; and they that dwell on the 
earth shall wonder (whose names are not written in the book of 
life from the foundation of the world) when they behold the 
beast that was, and is not, and shall come.‘ Here is the mind 
that hath wisdom. The seven heads are seven mountains on 
which the woman sitteth; and there are seven kings. Five have 
fallen, one is, and the other is not yet come; and when he is 
come, he must continue a short space. And the beast that was 
and is not, even he is the eighth, and is of the seven, and goeth 
into perdition.” Now, as the woman sitting on seven hills 
denotes heathen Rome, it appears to us there can be little doubt 
that the seven kings denote seven Roman Emperors. And one 
of these has such marked peculiarities in the enigmatical descrip- 
tion of it, that, when we consider the opinions which prevailed 
after Nero’s death, it is extremely probable that it refers to the 
Emperor Nero. He is described as the beast which was, and is 
not, and will come; as the eighth, and yet one of the seven. 
No other solution of the enigma is so obvious as this. 

For it appears from indisputable testimony, that after the 
death of Nero a wide-spread and long-continued opinion pre- 
vailed among men that he would rise from the dead, reappear 
as emperor, and put down his enemies. Thus Suetonius (Nero, 
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cap. 57), after speaking of the joy on account of the tyrant’s 
death, says: “ And yet there were some who for a long time 
adorned his tomb with spring and summer flowers, and who 
would at one time set up in the rostrum images of him clothed 
with the preetexta, and at another time would proclaim edicts, 
as if he were living, and would shortly return to the ruin of his 
enemies.” This was at Rome. It also appears that the same 
opinion extended to the most distant provinces of the empire. 
Thus, in the chapter referred to above, Suetonius says: “ When 
I was a youth there arose a person of uncertain origin, who 
boasted that he was Nero; and so attractive was his name 
among the Parthians, that he received much aid from them, and 
was given up with great reluctance.” Tacitus also (Hist., i. 2) 
says: “The Parthians were near engaging in a war through the 
deception of a pretended Nero.” And again (ii. 8): “ About 
the same time [that is, about a.p. 71], Achaia and Asia were 
terrified without cause, as if Nero were coming, reports being 
various respecting his death, and many on this account imagining 
and believing that he was still alive.’ Thus it appears that in 
Asia Minor, the very region in which the Apocalyptist lived, the 
people were filled with alarm about the coming of Nero, three 
years after his death. Dio Chrysostom says: “Those around 
Nero left him as it were to destroy himself; for even to the 
present time this is uncertain. Even now all desire him to live, 
and most even suppose that he is alive.” Dio was a contem- 
porary of Vespasian, and wrote the preceding sentence long after 
Nero’s death. Dio Cassius (Ixiv. 9) relates, that “in the 
time of Otho, who succeeded Galba, a person appeared at Rome 
who pretended to be Nero, but was speedily taken and executed.” 
We might quote passages’ in abundance from the Sibylline 
Oracles, and from several of the Church Fathers who lived cen- 
turies after the death of Nero, which prove the deeply-rooted 
and wide-spread expectation that he would rise from the dead, 
and reappear as emperor with irresistible power. Even before 
the death of Nero, some astrologers had predicted that he would 
be reduced to a state of great destitution, and afterward be 
restored to his former fortune (Suet. Nero, 40). This predic- 
tion, when found not to have been fulfilled during his life, may 
well have given rise to the popular belief that he would rise 
from the dead. It has been said—we know not with how much 
truth—that a belief that Napoleon Bonaparte would return to 





‘ Sulpitius Severus, lib. ii. 28; Augustine, De Civitate Dei, cap. xix.; 
Lactantius, De Mortibus Persecut., cap. ii. See also, on the whole subject, 
Stuart on the Apocalypse, pp. 434—441. 
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France prevailed among the French peasants long after his 
death. 

Now, whether the author of the Apocalypse: received that 
form of the general belief concerning Nero which held that he 
was actually dead, but would be restored to life to the ruin of 
his enemies, or that form of it which supposed that his death 
was uncertain, and that he was still living in some hiding-place 
in the East, whence he would emerge and put down the emperor 
who had taken his place—in either case the language of chap. 
xvii. is satisfactorily explained. He was “the beast that was, 
and is not, and shall ascend out of the bottomless pit :” “the 
beast that was, and is not, and will come;” “ the beast that was 
one of the seven, and yet the eighth ;” and the head which “ was 
wounded to death, but whose deadly wound was healed” (xiii. 3). 

We think that the phrase, “shall come up from the bottom- 
less pit” (ver. 8), most naturally denotes coming up from Hades, 
the place of the dead. But if the writer only believed that Nero 
had ceased to be emperor, that he was hidden nobody knew 
where, and that another emperor, whether Galba or Vespasian, 
was reigning in his place, still the expected return of Nero, 
whether from his earthly hiding-place or from the regions of 
the dead, will best explain the enigmatical description above 
cited. In this explanation we have the support of Ewald, Liicke, 
De Wette, Stuart, Bleek, and Baur. ‘“ Why, then,” we ask, 
with the late Professor Stuart, ‘‘ should we hesitate to admit an 
explanation so easy, and so satisfactory, and grounded in the 
history of the times ?” 

Two objections have been made to it by Diisterdieck, who 
proposes a different explanation; the first a philological, the 
second a doctrinal one. In regard to the first, he maintains 
that the phrase in verse 11, cal é« tov érrd éors, cannot well 
mean, “and he is one of the seven;” but rather, “he is sprung, 
or descended from, the seven.” But this objection would not 
have been made if Diisterdieck had taken the trouble to consult 
his Greek concordance. For in Acts xxi. 8 we find the very 
same phrase used concerning Philip the Evangelist, dvros é« tév 
émra, “ being one of the seven.” A similar ellipsis is found in 
Apoc. ii. 10, where é& dudv means “some of you.” See also 
Matt. xxiii. 834; Mark xiv. 69; Luke xxii. 58; Apoc. xi. 9. 
Even if the pronoun es, “ one,” should not be regarded as un- 
derstood, the same meaning is obtained by translating, “and 
belongs to the seven.” This latter use of the preposition é« in 
the New Testament is too common to need illustration. We 
conceive, therefore, that this first objection of Diisterdieck pro- 
ceeded from pure carelessness and want of examination. 
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The second objection is a very singular one to proceed from 
him. It is that it would detract too much from the inspiration 
of the writer, to suppose that he believed that Nero would re- 
appear as the eighth emperor. But Diisterdieck himself main- 
tains that the Apocalyptist referred to heathen Rome in chap. 
xvii., and supposed that Domitian, the eighth king, proceeding 
from the seven, would be the last Roman emperor, and that 
with his destruction Rome and the Roman empire would wholly 
come to anend. It seems to us that this is ascribing to the 
Apocalyptist as great an error as the supposition that he shared 
the common belief of the times, that Nero would reappear as 
emperor. Diisterdieck also maintains that the Apocalyptist was 
in error in regard to his prediction concerning Jerusalem and 
the inner temple in chap. xi. It appears to us that, in regard to 
a wholly unknown writer, no one has a right to say how great a 
degree of error is consistent either with his inspiration or his 
intellectual powers. 

We are confident, therefore, that the explanation we have 
given of chap. xvii. 8—11 ought to stand, until one is proposed 
which affords a better solution of the enigmatical language of 
the Apocalyptist. 

Diisterdieck’s exposition of the passage is as follows, as nearly 
as we can comprehend it :— 

1. In chap. xvii. 8, he adopts, in his translation and exposi- 
tion, the received text, xaimep éoriv, “ and yet is,” instead of the 
reading universally adopted by critical editors of the New Tes- 
tament, xal mdpeorar, “and shall come.” This is the more 
strange, as in the textual critical notes prefixed to this chapter, 
after having given the authorities for the reading xal mapeotas, 
he says decidedly, “‘The Elzevir reading, xalzep éotiv, is false.” 
We know not how to account for this inconsistency in a man of 
so much learning, except on the supposition that he wrote with 
extreme haste, as if doing his work for Meyer bythe job, and 
may have drawn his translation and exposition from one source, 
and his remarks on the textual reading from another. Adopting, 
then, the reading of verse eight, pronounced by himself “ false,” 
and translating the latter part of it, “when they behold the 
beast that was, and is not, and yet is,” he applies it to Vespasian, 
whom he regards as the sixth head of the beast, and the reigning 
emperor in the time of the Apocalyptist. He thinks he solves 
the enigma of the verse by the explanation that the beast, the 
Roman empire, “was” under the five deceased emperors ; that 
he was not”’ in the time of Vespasian, inasmuch as he, though 
adopted as emperor by the Oriental legions and the decree of 
the Senate of Rome, was yet opposed by Vitellius at the head of 





YUM 


eS SC l lele. 


ao -F Yee wvw 





WiIiRA 


1860. ] Diisterdieck and others on the Apocalypse. 37 


the German army, and thus his power was not undisputed and 
unshared ; and still that the Apocalyptist might say, “and yet 
is,” inasmuch as Vespasian was really emperor, and it was not 
doubtful what the issue of the conflict between him and Vitellius 
would be. 

The decisive argument against this exposition of verse eight 
is,— 

1. That it rests on a reading of the Greek text, which is now 
universally rejected as false. In particular Bengel, Griesbach, 
Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, and even Diisterdieck him- 
self, have decided against it. 

2. And even supposing that the received text might be 
adopted, who does not see that the exposition is forced and ar- 
bitrary, requiring too much knowledge and reflection on the 
part of the reader? It is true the enigma is addressed to those 
“ who have wisdom.” But the solution of an enigma, when dis- 
covered, is expected to be so obvious as to strike all minds. 

3. It is also a decisive objection to this explanation that it 
gives an application to the phrase, “ was and is not,” of verse 
eight, different from that which must be given it in verse 
eleven. 

Of verses ten and eleven, the explanation given by Diis- 
terdieck is as follows. The five kings which have fallen are the 
deceased emperors:—1l. Augustus ; 2. Tiberius; 3. Caligula; 
4, Claudius; 5. Nero. The sixth, who was emperor in the 
time of the Apocalyptist, is Vespasian ; the period between Nero 
and Vespasian, in which the three insurgent princes Galba, Otho, 
and Vitellius held their power, being regarded as an interreg- 
num. The seventh, who had “ not yet come” as emperor, and 
who should continue but a short time when he was come, is 
Titus. The eighth, who, according to Diisterdieck’s translation, 
was derived from the seven, é« tov émtd, is Domitian. This 
emperor, according to Diisterdieck, is not represented by an 
eighth head of the beast, because the writer designed to embody 
the whole beast in his person. He is that person in which the 
beast that “was” under the five deceased emperors, and “ is 
not ” under Vespasian and Titus, shall ascend out of the bottom- 
less pit, and, having taken the place of Titus, shall, at the 
coming of the Lord, be given up to everlasting destruction, 
and with him the beast itself shall perish, or the Roman empire 
cease to exist. Diisterdieck thinks the enigma is, that Domi- 
tian, who, as a personification of the whole beast, represents all 
the seven, should yet have his human-personal origin from the 
seven. 

If this explanation is confused and obscure, we cannot help 
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it. Weare under no obligation to make what we regard an un- 
founded theory clearer than the author has made it. We will 
proceed to state briefly our objections to his exposition, so far as 
we understand it. 

1. Domitian was a descendant of only one of the seven, 
namely, Vespasian, according to Diisterdieck’s own theory. 

2. We cannot see in the text or context any intimation that 
the eighth king or emperor represented or embodied the whole 
beast with the whole seven heads, more than each of the seven 
heads or emperors represented it. This is pure supposition on 
the part of the expositor. It is true that the eighth emperor 
is not typified by an eighth head of the beast; but this is well 
explained by the translation of the verse which we have before 
endeavoured to establish, that “ he was one of the seven,” namely, 
the fifth, emerging from his hiding-place, or risen from the dead, 
as the eighth. 

3. It is harsh and inconceivable that the whole Roman em- 
pire should be represented as “not being,” not only at the time 
when John wrote, but during the reign of Vespasian and his 
successor, merely because there was civil commotion at the begin- 
ning of Vespasian’s reign. The representation that the whole 
beast, or Roman empire, should come out of the bottomless pit 
in the person of Domitian alone, is also very arbitrary and in- 
congruous. The representation of the Apocalypse is that the 
whole Roman empire is the beast, as really so under each of the 
seven heads as under the eighth emperor. Each head, for the 
time being, of course represents the whole beast. 

4. The explanation of Diisterdieck finds no support in the 
history of the time; that is, in the circumstances which, accord- 
ing to his own view, were present to the mind of the Apocalypt- 
ist. Diisterdieck himself maintains that there was nothing of 
“a magical or divinatory ” character in the prophecy of John, 
but only a moral judgment in view of the circumstances actually 
present to his mind in the beginning of the reign of Vespasian. 
Now, Vespasian when he became emperor was only about sixty 
years old, in good health, at the head of a powerful army. His 
elder son, Titus, distinguished for genius and energy in civil and 
military affairs, was about thirty, and was engaged with his 
father in a fierce war against the country of the Apocalyptist, 
and was soon left alone to complete the conquest. His distin- 
guished success and the glorious triumph which followed have 
been rendered memorable not only by the pages of history, but 
by monuments still existing. It is evident, therefore, that Ves- 
pasian and Titus gave promise of establishing the empire for 
some time tocome. But Domitian at this time was distinguished 
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only for dissoluteness and cruelty. He was scarcely twenty 
years old, and had done nothing whatever to distinguish him- 
self in civil or military affairs. Before his father’s return from 
Judea, he had, for about six months, nominally held the reins 
of power at Rome. “ But,” says Merivale, “he was indolent 
and dissolute, and abandoned himself to intrigue and debauchery. 
While this young prince’s name was affixed to every edict and 
appointment, the real power in all essential matters remained in 
the hands of Mucianus.”” It is inconceivable, therefore, that the 
author of the Apocalypse, living in Asia Minor, where the power 
and fame of Vespasian and Titus, to whom the attention of the 
world was then drawn, must be well known to him, and where 
he would be likely to know little, if anything, of the young prince 
at distant Rome, should represent the Roman empire as “ not 
being” during the reign of Vespasian and his successor, Titus, 
and as emerging from the bottomless pit in the person of Do- 
mitian. Every one must have expected a more powerful Roman 
empire under Vespasian and Titus than under Domitian. Nor 
were they less likely to be persecutors of Christians than Do- 
mitian. According to Diisterdieck himself, they were regarded 
by the Apocalyptist as the sixth and seventh heads of the 
beast. 

For all these reasons, we conceive that Diisterdieck’s exposi- 
tion of chap. xvii. 10, 11—according to which the beast that was, 
and is not, and is to come as the eighth, denotes that the Roman 
empire “was” under Nero, “was not’? under Vespasian and 
Titus, and “ was to be” in the person of Domitian, as the eighth 
emperor—is arbitrary and improbable in the highest degree. In 
regard to fulfilment, it stands on no better ground than the ex- 
planation which we have regarded as the most probable. It was 
not till after a reign of fifteen years that Domitian was assassi- 
nated, as other Roman emperors had been. But he was not 
overcome in a contest with “ the Lamb” at the head of Chris- 
tians, and he was succeeded by other heathen emperors nearly 
as bad as himself. The beast, or Roman empire, did not come 
to an end when he died; nor did Christ then appear in person 
to begin his millennial reign. 

While we reject Diisterdieck’s exposition of the verses under 
consideration, we admit that the sixth emperor, who was living 
in the time of the Apocalyptist, may possibly have been Vespa- 
sian rather than Galba, who reigned only about six months. 
But, as we have before intimated, we are more inclined to be- 
lieve that John wrote under Galba, the sixth head or emperor, 
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who then was more than seventy years old. If this be so, the 
writer may have possibly believed that Vespasian would be the 
seventh ; for Josephus, claiming Divine inspiration, but speak- 
ing no doubt from his view of what was probable, had promised 
him the imperial power, even before Nero’s death.". Why might 
not the same thing appear probable to the Apocalyptist? As 
to what he says about the seventh emperor’s continuing but a 
short time, it may well be explained by the prevalent expectation 
of the reappearance of Nero from the dead, or from “the bot- 
tomless pit,” as John expresses it, to the ruin of his enemies. 
He, in view of the Apocalyptist, was, as the eighth king, accom- 
panied by “ten horns,” or leaders of auxiliary forces from the 
East, to destroy and take the place of the seventh emperor, and 
then, at the personal coming of Christ to reign, was himself to 
‘go to perdition,” being overcome by the Lamb and his fol- 
lowers (ver. 14). Then the Roman empire itself was to be 
dissolved, and the thousand years’ reign of Christ on the earth 
to begin. 








THE MORALITY OF RELIGIOUS CONTROVERSY. 


Few things have done so much to lessen the influence of the 
Roman Catholic Church in this country as the suspicion of her 
dishonesty. Whether that suspicion be deserved or not, it cer- 
tainly exists; and there are very few Protestants who would 
trust even a Romanist history of England or scientific treatise. 
“The Church ” seems to consider herself higher than truth, and 
not seldom hostile to truth; not unwilling, therefore, to sacrifice 
truth when that should to her wisdom seem to be necessary. 
In the best known instance, the infallibility of the Church was 
deemed more important than the motions of the heavenly bodies ; 
and though they could not be stopped, they might be denied. In 
like manner books that cannot be answered can be burned, and 
all doubts, in both the ‘speculative and practical region, can be 
reproved as “devil-born” and damning. Yet it is not given 
us to choose whether or not we will doubt. We cannot, by mere 
force of will, perceive or create the connexion between premises 
and conclusion ; we cannot, even at the bidding of a Holy Fa- 
ther or to escape the peril of our souls, persuade ourselves that 
two and two are either three or five; and therefore in an en- 
quiring and even incredulous age, a Church that will not answer 
questions will be judged unable to answer them, and must be 
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content to be suspected, and, in consequence, to be stationary or 
retrogressive ; or, at best, to be recruited only by the offspring 
of a temporary reaction, by those who have been terrified out of 
scepticism into dogmatism, out of the noisy restlessness of an 
extravagant and destructive rationalism into the quiet dungeon 
of authority. 

It is, however, assuredly no part of the object of this paper 
to cast stones at the Roman Church; unhappily there is too 
much reason to fear that we are imitating her insincerity, her 
dogmatism, her airs of infallibility. It is also unhappily indis- 
putable that we are inheriting the suspicion which has been the 
punishment of her arrogance and unfairness. “ Revivals” may 
recruit the numbers of the more enthusiastic sections of the 
orthodox Church, while they conceal their weakness and increase 
their dangers ; but education, excepting among the clergy, if not 
even there, is holding aloof. Science does not expect to be fairly 
treated by religion, and is becoming strong enough to despise 
where it once feared injustice. Young men take up our contro- 
versies, especially in the lower and more vulgar organs of the 
“religious world,” for the fun of seeing how angry, and how 
impudent, and how imbecile professing Christians can become. 
Pious disputants have so effectually bemired each other’s cha- 
racters, denied each other’s assertions, demolished each other’s 
arguments, even given each other so often the lie direct, that the 
world is really beginning to take them at their word, and to be- 
lieve that they are all knaves and fools together. And yet the 
worst of these unfortunate disputants, trying to convert the 
world by “biting and devouring each other,” is better than his 
evil reputation. He doubtless began his course with noble in- 
tentions, and still holds precious truths, for which no other 
truths whatever can be a substitute; but he has forgotten, as 
thousands have forgotten before and will forget again, the moral 
law of all religious controversy, “ No Lig Is OF THE TRUTH.” 
He has imagined that some lies are beneficial; are better, at any 
rate than a suspension of judgment or the breaking up of old 
prejudices. He has forgotten that if Christianity is to escape 
contempt, all her discussions must be perfectly free; that she 
must not dictate beforehand the conclusion of an argument, but 
trust to the impartial examination of the premises ; that she mnst 
not pervert speculative justice by bribes, by the infliction of 
social inconveniences here or the threat of damnation hereafter 
for a mistaken opinion ; that she must frankly give up positions, 
if any such should be, which are no longer tenable, as, in fact, 
every great Reformer has been compelled to do; that she must 
abstain from the impertinence of imputing base motives to an 
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opponent, and from the folly of confounding the moral and the 
intellectual. Without such conditions, all controversy must 
damage Christianity—must damage Christianity most by what 
will seem controversial triumph ; for every triumph will deepen 
suspicion, and produce that indifference of contempt which is so 
far harder to overcome than the energy of hatred. 

It will scarcely be disputed that this is, in theology, a con- 
troversial age. Controversy is deep or shallow, according to the 
stratum of society we may be examining; but, shallow or deep, 
it exists everywhere, from the Mansel controversy to the pug- 
nacious trumpery of some of the religious papers. ‘ Every 
sermon I preach,” said an energetic divine, ‘‘is a challenge to 
anybody and everybody to deny God’s love.” Assuredly we are 
unquiet enough when even the assertion of God’s love takes in- 
stinctively the form of a denial of its absence. Indeed, the pre- 
vailingly negative form of the current theology (especially of 
Evangelicalism as’ distinguished from Orthodoxy) is at once a 
proof and a consequence of prevailing controversy. Eschatology, 
the nature of the Atonement, ecclesiastical organization, and 
above all the authority of Holy Scripture, are fiercely discussed : 
not to mention the yet deeper question, “ What is Revelation ?” 
The advance of Popery and of what is called Tractarianism is 
only atemporary reaction; and in this age even authority must 
be militant, doing battle with freedom. 

It were sheer insanity to fight against the tendency of an 
age; it is, and in the main ought to be, irresistible. Every age 
has its own work to do, and they are needed who remove ob- 
structions, no less than those who carry on the building. Tradition 
must give place to firm conviction and a conscious appropriation 
of truth ; for, “ Whatsoever is not of faith is sin.’ The Mosaic 
cosmogony cannot afford to be silent in presence of geology, and 
“the sweet influences of Pleiades and the bands of Orion” 
evaporate before astronomy into metaphor. The infallibility of 
every jot and tittle of the letter of Scripture must at least re- 
construct its arguments, as various readiags and more accurate 
texts emerge. ‘Truer canons of interpretation exhibit truer 
analogies between Corinth and London,—St. Paul’s days and 
our own, though far different from those perceived by older 
expositors. We cannot stem the current of enquiry, and we 
ought not to try; but then when once controversy has begun, 
it is the highest interest of truth that examination should be 
honest and thorough. Half a lie may resemble truth, half a 
truth may look like a lie. Lies, therefore, always .gain, and 
truth always loses, by concealment and evasion. ‘The healthy 
know not of their health, but only the sick.” Nevertheless, 
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when the healthy become sick and know that they “have a 
system,” they who know that system best are nearest to a cure. 

Let it be admitted to the fullest extent that religious con- 
troversy is inevitable and beneficial ; it should be for that reason 
all the more carefully watched, lest we should be imposed upon 
by a mere counterfeit neither necessary nor useful. All dishonest 
controversy is counterfeit ; and it cannot be denied that there is 
often the utmost recklessness of discussion—a most multiform 
dishonesty. 

There is above all, and including many most fatal mistakes, 
the dishonesty of ignorance, general and special ; the dishonesty, 
that is, of discussing and dogmatising on subjects of which the 
disputant has no sufficient or accurate knowledge, and knows 
that he has none. For it is obvious that a large portion of 
religious controversy is concerned chiefly, not with the ultimate 
facts of theology or human experience, which are perhaps more 
plain and clear to the simple and unprejudiced, than to the 
scholar or divine; but with the best modes of expressing them, 
and the actual meaning of those terms which have already been 
used for this purpose, and the logical consequences which are 
included in them. The fact, for example, even of the existence 
of God and of the Trinity can never be proved ; it is given to 
us, and is itself the foundation upon which all demonstration and 
theory must ultimately rest. It is not even revealed to us pri- 
marily in the Bible; but, on the contrary, the Bible itself 
assumes that we already in part know God, and can recognize 
Him ; and it, in fact, consists of the record of revelations of God 
to men who had no Bibles. In like manner the fact of free 
will could never be proved to one who had not experienced it, 
and would never need to be proved to one who had. So again 
the fact that “ we are reconciled to God by the death of his Son” 
remains to us a mere mystery, until we realize that we are recon- 
ciled in our own experience. Of these and of all other theo- 
logical facts (as, indeed, of all facts whatever), the simple and 
only alternative is that they are perceived or not perceived. 
They do not depend for their existence upon arguments—their 
existence cannot be even proved by argument, or by any theory 
or science founded upon them: they are proved simply by our 
perception of them—or, if in any other way, by the testimony 
of others that they have perceived them. In every case, after 
no matter how much elaboration and complication, we come at 
length, as the foundation, to some outward fact, independent of 
ourselves, and the inward perception of it. And it is the very 
characteristic of all theological facts that they can be perceived 
by every human being; that they are among the objects of that 
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faculty which is the distinctively human faculty, viz., the Reason, 
as distinguished from the senses or the understanding. ‘ There 
is a spirit in man, and the inspiration of the Almighty giveth 
him understanding.” ‘The things of God are spiritually dis- 
cerned.” 

Of these ultimate facts, scholarship or priesthood can have 
no monopoly ; they are the common heritage and birthright of 
man. And, moreover, this is the very noblest and most blessed 
region in which a human spirit can dwell. It is at once our 
first duty and our highest reward with a single eye to behold 
God, to be actually reconciled to him, to perceive that he is 
governing us, and submit to his rule. “ This is life eternal, that 
they might know thee, the only very God, and Jesus Christ whom 
Thou hast sent.” This is far higher than all learned research 
and accurate scholarship, and subtlety of intellect; and while 
these are the distinctions of the few, that is the glory and blessing 
within the reach of all. 

But the moment we leave this region, and descend to the 
lower ground of verbal expression, logical consequence, and 
scientific theory (which is also the region of religious controversy), 
the equality of men instantly and utterly vanishes. For men 
are by no means on a level in their power of describing what they 
have seen, and expressing what they know; much less are they 
on a level in their knowledge of the way in which others have 
described what they have seen and expressed what they knew. 
In this department, command of language, logical subtlety, 
minute and careful observation, a knowledge of the history of 
doctrines, a familiarity with the writings of divines, the decrees 
of councils, and church formularies—these and similar faculties 
and acquirements are absolutely necessary, and possess an exclu- 
sive monopoly. Almost every word that occurs in religious con- 
troversy is a technical term, sometimes borrowed from the 
Scriptures, and quite as frequently not to be found in the Bible 
at all. Many of these technical terms are of very great anti- 
quity, have undergone great modifications of meaning, have 
changed their signification with the change of dominant parties 
in the Church, and especially with the changes of the dominant 
philosophy. The meaning or meanings of such words can ob- 
viously be ascertained not by intuition or piety, but by study. 


For example: to know God is the privilege within the reach of’ 


every man, the special reward of the pure in heart: it requires 
no scholarship, no knowledge of antiquity, no familiarity with 
rival systems of philosophy. But does every Christian man, 
therefore, understand that confession of our Christian faith com- 
monly called “The Creed of St. Athanasius”? It is not too 
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much to say, highly as we ourselves value this creed, that, viewed 
from the philosophy of Locke, it is absolutely unintelligible— 
nay, even a series of palpable absurdities. Almost every prin- 
cipal word in it has a history which may be almost called romantic. 
The words trinity, unity, person, substance, godhead, begotten, 
proceeding, are all technical terms; intended to express some 
fact of which, perhaps, the very simplest may be in possession, 
but expressing that fact as seen from some particular point of 
view, and expressing it in a way unintelligible, or only dimly 
intelligible to us, unless we ourselves can occupy the same point 
of view. In like manner, though a man may be in the possession 
of a knowledge of all the facts which such expressions are in- 
tended to convey, he may be to the last degree ignorant of the 
meaning of the words predestination, grace, nature, original 
sin, regeneration, free will, necessity, merit, justification, sa- 
tisfaction, sacrifice, atonement, sacrament, and indeed every 
word that holds a principal place in all theological controversies. 
“ We are by nature,” says St. Paul, “the children of anger ;” 
“We are by nature the children of benevolence,” says Bishop 
Butler; and both are-right : but they use the word nature with 
different and opposite meanings. The meaning of a technical 
term in theology cannot be divined by a pious instinct, but only 
discovered by very careful and accurate examination. The rela- 
tion which the Bishop of Hereford has shewn to exist between 
Christian theology and the scholastic philosophy might be shewn 
to exist between that same theology and the philosophies which 
preceded and followed the scholastic. 

Now, the dishonesty of ignorance in religious controversy 
arises partly from utterly ignoring these very obvious facts and 
distinctions. Men will argue about the Trinity and anathematize 
Unitarians, though they acknowledge the whole subject in dis- 
pute to be an incomprehensible mystery, and know perfectly. 
well that they have never given either to the doctrine or to its 
history any long continued and patient study, and are utterly 
unable clearly to express even what they themselves mean by 
Trinitarianism or Unitarianism. In like manner the Protestant 
controversy against Rome, and the Puritan controversy against 
the Anglo-Catholic Church, and the Anglican controversy against 
Puritanism (so far as these have been made popular and have 
become widely prevalent controversies), are often carried on with 
most unblushing impudence and unscrupulous disregard of truth 
by those who know perfectly well that they have never fairly ex- 
amined the real merits of the questions in dispute, and are utterly 
unfamiliar with the higher literature of their opponents, and 
most frequently also with the higher literature of their own 
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party. And when you demur altogether to the judgment of such 
people, when you cannot persuade yourself that it is worth your 
while even to notice what their judgment is, except by way of 
pity and astonishment, they will ask you whether you mean to 
affirm that “the Gospel” is no longer to be preached to the 
poor, that what is essential to every Christian man is now within 
the reach only of the learned. They seem to have become in- 
capable of perceiving, that though it is possible and necessary for 
every man to know God, and to receive in some form or other 
the good news of the redemption of the world by our Lord Jesus 
Christ, it is neither possible nor necessary for every Christian 
man to know all the ins and outs of a controversy that has, 
perhaps, lasted for more than eighteen centuries, and how it has 
been affected by the peculiarities of subtie Greeks and law- 
making, government-loving Latins, and practical profit-and-loss 
Englishmen, by Platonism and Neoplatonism, scholasticism and 
sensationalism. And they seem equally incapable of compre- 
hending, on the other hand, that it is both possible and neces- 
sary, being, in fact, required by the commonest every-day honesty, 
that men who do not know this should not pretend that they do, 
and should not act in a way which could be justified only by 
such knowledge. 

This dishonesty of ignorance has resulted, in a very great 
degree, from the fact, obvious enough though not sufficiently 
regarded, that for now a long period the area of religious con- 
troversy has been continually widening. Time was when dis- 
putes on subtle and mysterious doctrines were confined to 
scholars and divines: they are now, by “religious” newspapers, 
brought into every family and cottage. Perplexed parents dis- 
cover that their little children have suddenly ripened to such 
theological maturity, that they can pronounce an unhesitating 
sentence on the orthodoxy of some learned professor, or perhaps 
even of the minister to whose congregation they belong. Even 
their very servants, though, perhaps, barely able to read and 
write, have learned from The Union, or The Record, or The 
Earthen Vessel, or the Argumentative Series of the Religious 
Tract Society, to solve those mysteries which St. Clement 
of Alexandria, or St. Athanasius, or St. Augustine would 
have approached only with profoundest meditation and most 
childlike prayer to the Father of Lights. And to one whose 
earliest childhood and youth have been poisoned by the bitter 
waters of a rash and ignorant controversy, who has acquired a 
habit of suspicion and contradiction, whose attention has been 
diverted from the facts of theology to mere forms of expression, 
who has, in a word, come to regard truth as residing only in 
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words or propositions, it is difficult to see how the most honest 
and exact and learned religious teaching can be of the slightest 
advantage. Such a person is incapable of learning. What he 
means by an instructive ministry is a ministry from which he 
does not receive anything which he did not himself possess 
before. By an instructive book he means a book all of whose 
excellences can be summed up in the commentary, “I have 
thought the very same thing myself a thousand times.” He 
always occupies the position of a judge, and every teacher or 
author the position in relation to him of a defendant, or even a 
convict. On the whole, he is much more inclined to patronize 
even the Bible, than to acknowledge there is any necessity for 
the Bible to patronize him. He is never a receiver, always a 
giver. He is always ready to defend. He defends the Church, 
defends Protestantism, defends “our principles”—nay, he will 
even go so far in his benevolence as to defend the Trinity. It 
never occurs to a person who has been born and bred in the 
atmosphere of the religious newspapers, that truth is altogether 
above him and independent of him, not one whit lessened though 
all the world should be deniers of it, not one jot or tittle 
strengthened though the whole world should vote and perorate 
in its favour. And while such a person has been encouraged to 
cultivate a habit of argumentation and contradiction, regarding 
everything that he considers truth chiefly as being the opposite 
of something he considers error, he has been taught also to 
argue and contradict with the most inadequate materials. He 
has been beguiled from the happy region of fact and experience, 
reality and knowledge, where his own inheritance lies, to the far 
colder and less fruitful region of speculation, and theory, and 
logic, where he is and ever will be a mere stranger. 

The increase of lay agency, especially in Sunday schools, 
however otherwise beneficial, has done much to increase the 
area and lessen the depth of religious discussion. Sunday schools 
are necessarily affected by the ecclesiastical system with which 
they happen to be connected, but they are everywhere and 
essentially, for good and for evil, anti-clerical. The Sunday 
School Union, which represents very faithfully democratic ten- 
dencies, seems to encourage separate services for children, which 
are now becoming very general. In these, the prayers, hymns, 
lessons, “‘ sermons,” are all in the hands not only of very young 
men, but young men who have had no special theological training, 
and often a very inconsiderable religious experience. It is surely 
no libel to say that very many Sunday school teachers have had 
no education at all. Their lessons and “ addresses” are ex- 
tremely meagre, even though produced with much difficulty to 
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themselves ; and their preparation occupies time that can be ill 
spared from self-culture. Nevertheless, they are people of no 
small importance. Apart from the good nature and many very 
excellent qualities which they frequently possess, they are little 
popes to their respective classes. They imagine that they are 
obliged to have an opinion on the most difficult theological pro- 
blems, and they cling to it with all the tenacity of ignorance 
and prejudice. Sunday schools, moreover, furnish the demand 
for that kind of religious literature in which simplicity often de- 
generates into irreverence, nearly always into twaddle—the half- 
penny and penny magazines, Friends, Records, Messengers, 
Witnesses, and such small fry of religious periodicals. Such 
literature may possibly be useful. Sunday schools are undoubtedly 
in the highest degree beneficial. But in this world tares and 
wheat grow together; and Sunday schools have assuredly, as at 
present managed, increased the number of theological disputants 
far more surely and rapidly than their ability or knowledge, and 
have thus given occasion to a great increase of the dishonesty of 
ignorance. The profoundest piety, the deepest humility, the 
best intentions, the most amiable disposition, the most untiring 
zeal, the ripest age—none of these, nor all of them put together, 
are sufficient to justify participation in by far the greater number 
of religious controversies, because those controversies require, 
in addition to common honesty and piety, a special knowledge, 
which can only be acquired by special study. To argue without 
that special knowledge is at once impudent and dishonest. 

And while many, from knowing nothing whatever of theology, 
are incapacitated altogether for every kind of theological con- 
troversy, a far greater number have, from choice or necessity, 
confined their studies to some one department only—evidences, 
dogmas, ecclesiastical polity, and the like. Those who have 
done this from choice have generally so acted because they 
knew the value of a division of labour, and they are not at 
all likely to affect an intimate knowledge of the region which 
lies beyond their selected boundaries. But those who have been 
able to learn a little only, and that at great cost to themselves, 
naturally exaggerate the worth of that little, and forget that 
their knowledge of it, however accurate, cannot in the least 
entitle them to express, or even to have an opinion about what 
they have never studied at all. Yet nothing is more common 
than the practical denial of this most obvious fact, especially 
in the lower departments of controversial literature. For ex- 
ample: The great majority of our religious disputants confine 
themselves, from choice or necessity, to the interpretation of 
Holy Scripture. They assume the infallibility of the Bible, the 
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inspiration of its different authors, the authenticity and genuine- 
ness of its several parts. To justify that assumption requires a 
special study; a study the less necessary, because what the 
contents of the Bible actually are, what its doctrines and its 
practical rules are, is not affected by any hypothesis about its 
origin. Setting out, then, with the Bible, we may investigate 
its meaning with great care and success; we may become qua- 
lified to pass an opinion really valuable on the meaning of 
difficult texts, and yet we may not have touched the question 
of the origin, or even the truth of what we can so well explain. 
A good knowledge of Hebrew is all that is necessary to the 
interpretation of the Pentateuch; that will enable us to discover 
what the writer or writers, compiler or compilers, thought about 
the creation of the world, the dispersion of the human race 
and especially of some particular families, the origin of the 
Jews, their laws, their sacrifices, and many other things of a 
similar kind. Modern discoveries in science or history may 
seriously affect the value of the Old Testament cosmogony and 
ethnology, but they do not affect the meaning of the Pentateuch. 
He who wrote the first chapter of Genesis may or may not be 
in harmony with the most accomplished of modern geologists ; 
but his words have a definite and unalterable meaning, whether 
that meaning be true or false. Not Sir Charles Lyell and 
Mr. Darwin, but Hebrew lexicon and grammar unveil to us the 
Pentateuch, and no newly discovered fossils can either insert or 
expunge a single letter of the Hebrew Bible. In like manner, 
what is the origin of species? and what information does Genesis 
give us about the origin of species? are two totally distinct 
questions, even if the answer of both should be the same. 
And yet, how many who confessedly confine their study to the 
interpretation of Scripture allow their opinions and their dog- 
matism to roam at large over the whole field of science, and 
history, and philosophy. Scores of people who know neither 
the author, nor the date, nor the independent grounds for the 
credibility of the Pentateuch, and who have never devoted five 
minutes to the study of geology or ancient history, express them- 
selves with the utmost confidence on questions they know nothing 
about. What they say may be true enough, but they cannot 
know it to be true. The moment a disputant denies the aw- 
thority of Scripture, his only honest course would be to retire 
from the argument. He should say, however humiliating the 
confession, “ The authority of Scripture is with me a hypothesis 
which I have not had the opportunity of verifying. It is a 
very useful hypothesis—I have never had occasion to regret 
acting upon it. I believe that it could be verified, because 
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pure mistakes do not generally bear the test of a practical appli- 
cation, Nevertheless, I shall not attempt the verification until 
I feel able to carry it out thoroughly ; and meanwhile I 
cannot condemn those who either suspend their judgment or 
adopt the hypotheses opposed to my own. My limited know- 
ledge is a misfortune, but I would not lessen that misfortune 
by pretending to know more than I really do.” And after all 
nobody need be ashamed of such a confession. We all act upon 
hypotheses in every department of life which we have never 
verified. It is only in theology and politics that we seem to 
think it advantageous to pretend that we have done what we 
know perfectly well we have not done. 

We act, for instance, in medicine on unverified hypotheses, 
which, moreover, we never expect to be able to verify : not by 
any means all, perhaps not a majority, even of the ordinary 
practitioners have verified them. When we are ill and want a 
doctor, we choose an allopathist or a homeopathist. We have 
some reason for our choice, just as those who without examina- 
tion assume the infallibility of Holy Scripture have some reason, 
and often a very good one, for their assumption ; and asa know- 
ledge of dogmatic theology is not confined to the clergy, soa 
knowledge of medicine, pathology, anatomy, physiology is not 
confined to the medical profession. But in ninety-nine cases 
out of a hundred, our choice of a doctor is not in the least 
determined by any pretence of medical knowledge. All systems 
of medicine and all quackeries profess to have effected cures. 
Everybody has a friend who has recovered from some ailment or 
other while taking globules, or massive doses, or Morrison’s pills. 
We choose a doctor because he cured our friend, or because he 
lives in the next street, or indeed we cannot tell why. And yet 
if we really need a physician and get a quack, it is at the peril of 
our lives. : 

As interpretation of Scripture is very different from the study 
of “evidences,” so in like manner a knowledge of the meaning 
of Scripture is a very different thing from a knowledge of what 
is orthodox. Orthodox and scriptural are by no means conver- 
tible terms. The doctrine of baptismal regeneration is unques- 
tionably orthodox. It can be traced back to the very earliest 
interpreters of Scripture; it runs all through the writings of 
the Fathers; it is implied (perhaps) in the Nicene Creed ; it 
is held by the Greek Church, the Roman Church, the Anglican 
Church, by some sects (e.g. those commonly called Irvingites), 
and by many individuals in almost all the sects. It is not the 
object of this paper either to deny or affirm that the doctrine is 
criptural; but very many of those whose studies have been 
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confined exclusively to interpretation, deny that it is—many 
even of the Anglican clergy. A similar distinction might be 
noticed (though somewhat less strongly marked) between the 
orthodox and what many believe to be the Scriptural doctrine 
of the real presence of the Body and Blood of Christ in the Holy 
Sacrament. Orthodoxy implies an authorized interpretation of 
Scripture, whether that happens to be the true interpretation or 
not. We may think such an interpretation highly inexpedient. 
We may refuse to be bound by it. We may repudiate the use 
of the term “ orthodox ” altogether, as belonging to a combined 
dogmatism and superstition now obsolete. But if we use the 
word at all, we must take it with its real meaning, not with a 
fancy meaning of our own. It can never mean our “ doxy.” 
It must be determined not by what we think true, but by what 
recognized authority has decreed tobe true. It cannot be deter- 
mined even by the Bible; for the Bible contains no history of 
its own interpretations. To know whether a doctrine is ortho- 
dox implies a knowledge of the history of doctrines, a knowledge 
of creeds, or decrees of councils, or church assemblies. To be 
able to accuse a man honestly of heresy, we must know with the 
minutest accuracy what his doctrines are, and with equal accu- 
racy what the authorized creeds of his church are, and thirdly, 
that the two are irreconcilable even by himself. When through 
lapse of time church formularies themselves cease to have a fixed 
meaning, the charge of heresy becomes impertinent and un- 
meaning. 

It is one of the very greatest misfortunes of our time, that 
while creeds and formularies are more and more repudiated, 
their place has been supplied not by freedom and charity, but 
by an utterly undetermined public opinion in each church or 
sect. The charge of heresy is more frequent than ever, and in 
the absence of all recognized standards can neither be proved 
nor disproved. And it is urged over and over again by people 
who know nothing whatever about authorized standards, and 
who merely assume that their own interpretation of Scripture 
must have commended itself to every age of the universal 
Church. 

Not only do many engage in theological controversy without 
any sufficient knowledge of the subjects in dispute, but there is 
a far larger number of persons still who, though eminently 
pugnacious, think it right to be ill-informed, and even wrong to 
be well-informed, about what they consider the wrong side of 
the question at issue. How many, for instance, of those who 
patronize Dr. Cumming’s beasts and vials, scarlet ladies and 
great tribulations, know anything whatever about the Romanist 
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side of the controversy, in which that gentleman’s name has 
been for years conspicuous? The great majority of good Pro- 
testants would think it sinful to read a Popish book, while of 
course such books are the principal sources of information as to 
what Popery itself is. In the same way, a Trinitarian would 
think it wrong to read Socinian books. How many well-mean- 
ing people, who in everything but religion are tolerably honest, 
have over and over again uttered sanctimonious warnings against 
the perusal of the writings of such men as Mr. Maurice and 
Professor Jowett? Anxious parents whose children are in all 
likelihood hearing every day of their lives some scraps of 
infidelity or scepticism, are forbidden to read the books of 
Professor Newman or Theodore Parker, though in their books 
all is comparatively calm and dignified, and has at any rate a 
fixed meaning. The question here is not whether controversy 
is in itself desirable, it may be said without irreverence that 
God has long ago settled that question for us. Do what we will, 
we cannot help hearing what we believe true denied, and what 
we believe sacred derided. It is perfectly certain, that we shall 
be asked over and over again for our opinion on endless subjects, 
about which not only infidels and Christians, but all the Chris- 
tian sects also, are fighting each other, without any room as 
yet even for a plausible guess which will win. In such circum- 
stances, there is for any of us just one honest alternative. We 
may honestly be silent, not in fact, having anything to say worth 
anybody’s hearing; o7, we may thoroughly and impartially 
investigate any subject which may be in dispute, and then talk 
to our heart’s content to anybody who has time to listen to us. 
Now in a garrulous age like ours, when stump orators and 
numerical majorities bear sway, to he si/ent is certainly difficult. 
On the other hand also, patient study and thorough and impar- 
tial investigation are also difficult. 

It seems easier to call ill names than either to say nothing 
or to get something worth saying. Mr. Maurice, for instance, 
has written about a score of volumes. How much less easy to 
read them than to call him a heretic without reading them ? 
It would be a very liberal estimate to allow that one Protestant 
out of every thousand knows what the doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation is; but every child three years old, from one end of the 
world to the other, whose organs of speech are perfect, could learn 
to call it nonsense in less than five minutes. And it really is 
pleasant to express your mind with a good amount of boldness. 
One looks so small in argument, hesitating, modifying, suspend- 
ing judgment, refusing to call names. Cannot every pert young 
gentleman, who has learned to use a razor, come from ihe other 
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side of a shop counter, or get down from his office stool, and do 
twenty times as much as that ? 

If, indeed, religious controversies were confined to books, 
the mischief, though not inconsiderable, might be left to cure 
itself; though in fact very cheap and abundant literature has 
some of the advantages and most of the disadvantages of conver- 
sation. But to people living outside of narrow religious com- 
munities, it is almost incredible how much suffering is produced 
by the dishonesties of religious discussion. Even private 
families are again and again divided. ‘The liberty to know, to 
utter, and to argue freely ” has yet to be acquired. It has been 
wrested by slow degrees from the state, it is still refused by 
society. A difference of opinion is held to be a crime, and 
punished far more severely than backbiting, and slander, and 
ill-temper. At the same time, the religious creed of the great 
majority of Christians is ¢o them a hypothesis—very useful, 
perhaps, and continually being justified by its fruits—but still 
a hypothesis, which therefore they may act upon, but may never 
enforce upon others ; the ¢ruth of which in strictness they can 
neither affirm nor deny. 

And this suggests one of the many reasons why, when con- 
troversy begins, it should be thorough. Men will not live by 
an unverified hypothesis if they can help it, when they perceive 
it to be such. Doubts are being scattered thickly on all sides. 
A merely traditional creed is becoming every day less tenable ; 
we may add a merely traditional Bible is becoming every day 
less sacred. Men will make many mistakes in seeking for foun- 
dations, but none the less for that will they go on seeking. 
They will reject much which hereafter they will discover to be 
necessary; they will often come upon harder layers of sand 
which for awhile they will believe to be the eternal rock. There 
may be temporary and local reactions, but never again shall we 
believe because our fathers believed. We may, and assuredly 
we often shall, believe what they believed; but we shall stand 
together in a common recognition of the grounds and reasons of 
our faith, not in the mere verbal confession of it. Our duty, and 
especially the duty of the clergy, in this age will far oftener be 
to promote and encourage enquiry than to check it: to urge men 
not to cease digging, but to dig deeper and wider. It has been 
observed that in many departments of knowledge mankind has 
passed from truth to falsehood and back again to the same truth, 
better known, firmlier, and more wisely held. We may hope 
that, and it is the utmost that we can hope, for the creed of 
Christendom. Meanwhile, to hasten the process, to diminish 
the intervening falsehood which we can scarcely expect alto- 
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gether to escape, is our duty and our reward. The ship in which 
we sail in search of truth can never turn back. She may sink 
in mid ocean, she may be wrecked on any of the numberless 
rocks which threaten her; or she may sail, forward ever, all 
round the world to the haven from which she set out. So with 
widened experience and deeper insight, we may find the heaven 
that “was about us in our infancy.” The same, and yet how 
changed. “ Not in the oldness of the letter, but in the newness 
of the spirit.” “ Not with the spirit of bondage again to fear, 
but with the spirit of adoption, crying, Abba, Father.” 

The morality of religious controversy is a wide subject, which 
this paper has only slightly touched; yet after all, the moral 
law is simple enough. Concerning books or men, concerning the 
present or the past, concerning either side of a controversy, con- 
cerning believers and infidels, orthodox and heretics, never 
affirm what you know ¢o de false ; never affirm what you do not 
KNow to be true; never deny what you know to 6e true; never 
deny what you do not know to be false ; never refuse to affirm 
what you know is true; never neglect the opportunity of deny- 
ing what you know to be false. 


W. K. 








EXEGESIS OF DIFFICULT TEXTS. 


MarrHew 111. 15. 


Obtw yap Tpétov eotw nyiv TANnpocaL TacaV SiKavocvyny. 


Why was our Lord baptized? The reason is contained in the 
words which stand at the head of this article; yet it has not 
proved easy to find a satisfactory explanation of them, simple 
and straightforward as they appear. Dean Alford does not make 
the slightest attempt at interpreting them, and Messrs. Webster 
and Wilkinson rather hint at than develope what seems to us 
the real interpretation. This we partially gave in 1852, in a 
pamphlet of sixteen pages, of “ Specimens of Annotations in the 
New Testament,” when we treated the question much as the 
two latter commentators did in 1855. We think, therefore, we 
need not apologize for entering upon preoccupied ground, in 
laying our view, in an amended form, before the readers of The 
Journal of Sacred Literature. 

It is commonly said that Sucavootvn here signifies the 
Sixatmpara, or requirements of the law. But baptism was in 
no sense a requirement of the /aw, though it is said that pro- 
selytes were baptized by the Jewish authorities. But the bap- 
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tism of John was Not announced as a divine institution, and 
was so Only indirectly, inasmuch as John acted under inspira- 
tion. We think that the real interpretation is, to consider that 
“it became ” our Lord to fulfil all Sccavopara, or methods of 
more or less obtaining forensic or symbolical ducavocvvyn, which 
an ordinary person of that age and nation would have done, 
whether they were of human or divine institution. As the 
representative of our race, ‘it became” him to do all that such 
a person would have done, just as he was willing to pay tribute 
to Cesar. And as regards the nature of the particular dominant 
usage to which he submitted in being baptized by John, though 
he had no need of repentance himself, yet as the representative of 
sinful man it was necessary for him to go through a symbolical 
purification. 

It is argued in Hebrews ix. 9, that the Levitical ceremonies 
could not make the worshipper perfect, cata cuveidnow, in point 
of conscience. This feeling of the deficiency of the Mosaic law, 
which is again insisted upon in Hebrews x. 1—4, was expressed 
by. the baptism of John, and its justice acknowledged by our 
Lord, in that he took advantage of that ewxtra-legal mode of 
obtaining Sccaoovvn. 


1 Corinruians vit. 12. 


ee \ e / > > \ \ , 
Odrws 8 apaprdvortes eis tods adeAgpovs, Kal TUTTOVTES 
abtav thy cuveldnow aabevodcar, eis Xpioctov duapravere. 


The Authorized Version translates rvmrovres by “wound,” and 
Dean Alford by “smiting;” and the latter also quotes Chrysostom 
on the cruelty of smiting a sick person: ti yap amnvéotepov av- 
Opwtrov yévoit’ dv Tov vocovvTa TUTToVTOS ; Whereby it appears to 
us that the entire force of St .Paul’s argument and illustration is 
destroyed. We think a good reason can be given why Bengel’s 
explanation, “verberantes, sicut jumentum lassum verberibus 
argetur,” is preferable. That reason is contained in the two 
verses immediately preceding. It is there suggested that the 
conscience of a weak brother would be, by the sight of a person 
of superior intelligence feasting in an idol temple, “ built up,” 
oixodounOncerar, to eat things offered in sacrifice to idols; and 
by thus doing what he believed wrong, the weak brother would 
stumble and perish. Now, “smiting,’ or otherwise acting 
amnves, towards a sick person, would certainly not result in his 
oixodoun for evil. It would pull him down rather than build him 
up. It would tend to his xa@alpeors (2 Cor. x. 8), rather than 
to his ofxodou7. But if, taking Bengel’s hint, we translate 
TUTTovTes, GUADING, the whole passage is logically coherent. 
“ But by thus sinning against your brethren and coapinG their 
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conscience, when in a weakly state, ye sin against Christ.” 
Horses at the present day are sometimes forced in steeple- 
chases, by whip and spur, to take leaps beyond their power, and 
the result is not unfrequently death to either horse or rider, 
or both. This would be a case in point. 


1 CorINTHIANS IX. 24-—27. 


, 
Ovx oidate, btu of év oradip Tpéxovtes, TavTES MEV Tpéxovov, 
\ \ aA / iA 
ely 5 AapBaver 7d BpaBeiov; obtw tpéxete, va KxatadaPnre. 
aA lal \ vA 
Tlas 8¢ 6 @ywvifowevos, tava éyxpateverau éxeivou pev odv, iva 
an Y > \ / 
POaprov orépavoy AdBwow' jyeis Sé, dPOaptrov. ‘Eyw toivuv 
olTw TPéxwW, WS OVK GdNWS' OUTW TUKTEVw, WS OvK dépa Sépwr. 
> ‘2 , N a \ a , NZ 
AN vrwmiatw pov Td capa xal SovrAaywya, pias, adroLs 
KnpvEas, avTos adoKiwos yévapar. 


Few passages are more celebrated or more frequently quoted 
than St. Paul’s double comparison of a Christian’s life to a race 
and a pugilistic combat. Yet in explaining and developing the 
reasoning of the apostle in detail, every commentator that we 
have seen has, to our mind, spoilt and defaced the imagery of the 
apostle by his interpretation of verse 26: ‘Ey roivuv ottw 
TPEXW, Ws OK AdHAWS* OUTW TUKTEVW, ws OvK dépa Sépwr. 

Everybody, with the exception of Grotius, whose interpreta- 
tion is inadmissible on other grounds, appears to have taken a 
kind of subjective view of this passage, instead of endeavouring 
to complete, to the mind’s eye, the visual image which the words, 
év otadi@, would present to the Corinthians, the first recipients 
and readers of this epistle. The Corinthians would naturally 
call to mind, not merely the competitors in the Isthmian games, 
but also the judges, BpaBeis, as suggested by the word BpaPeiov, 
and, moreover, the vast corona of spectators assembled to see 
the contests. And it is a needless thing to tell a person who is 
running év cradip for a BpaBeiov, that he is not to run “vaguely,” 
or “ without definite aim or object,” which are the significations 
usually assigned to dd7Aws. So too it is a curious thing to inter- 
pret @s ov dépa Sépwy as implying that the combatant is to be 
sure and strike his adversary, instead of wasting his strength upon 
the empty air. Any person conversant with fistic lore would 
tell the commentators that success in planting heavy blows is a 
matter of ski//, not of will: yet surely the skill of the Christian 
athlete is not the matter in question here. 

We know that passages can be cited in favour of the above 
interpretation of ws ov« dépa dSépwv—as, for instance, Virgil 
Ain. v. 446, where Entellus misses his opponent, and “ vires in 
ventum effundit.” But more and stronger passages can be 
quoted on the other side. For instance, Mr. Peile cites Lucian 
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to shew that such a phrase belongs to the mpodoxyats, or pre- 
vious practice, and not to the actual contest at all. So, too, he 
quotes Virgil, An. v. 376, 377: 


‘* Qstenditque humeros latos alternaque jactat 
Brachia protendens et verberat ictibus auras :” 


where Dares is represented as dépa Sépwy, in order by such a dis- 
play to deter any opponent from venturing into the ring against 
him. 

But let us consider for a moment in what the Christian race 
differs from that of the Isthmian games. Is it not in the fact 
that both the BpaPets and spectators are invisible? And who 
are they? Surely those whom we are elsewhere bidden to make 
our friends with the mammon of unrighteousness, that they may 
eventually receive us into the everlasting habitations. New, 
have we not here a meaning of ddndws suggested, which is far 
more simple and more vivid than any of those which commonly 
pass current? “I run like them, as not oBscuRELY; i.e., as 
not running with no eyes upon me.” And a corresponding 
sense for @> ovx dépa Sépwyr is found at once from Lucian and 
Virgil in the patristic oxvapayla, or sham fight against an 
imaginary adversary. For the Greek candidate for pugilistic 
honours does not appear to have practised upon a stuffed dummy 
hung up in his room, but upon the empty air, dealing his blows 
at an imaginary adversary. Grotius translates ad7Aws as we have 
done, but supposes the allusion to be to the glory of the victor 
and the obscurity of the conquered competitors. 

And perhaps the language of the modern boxer will also 
assist us in further investigating the latter part of the passage 
under consideration. It is well known that trewmidf is a term 
taken from the Greek prize ring, and thus corresponds in origin 
to our own word “ bore,” which is now so fashionable. Surely 
SovAaywye must be a similar word, and must express some mode 
or other of overpowering an adversary in a pugilistic combat. 
We cannot but think that it must, more or less, correspond to 
the English expression, “to get the head into chancery,” when 
the worsted party can be dragged backwards and forwards in a 
state of helpless slavery (8ovde/a), and fibbed at the will of his 
victorious adversary. The supposed allusion to the victor’s 
leading his conquered adversary away as a slave, which is adopted 
by many commentators, has no foundation whatever, as is justly 
remarked by Dean Alford. Taking, then, adx)Xws in an olective 
instead of a subjective sense, the whole passage will run as follows : 

“ Know ye not that those who run in a race-course all run, 
but one only obtains the prize. Thus run, in order that ye may 
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obtain. And everyone who contends in public games practises 
self-restraint in all respects. They then do it in order to obtain 
a perishable, but we an imperishable garland. I, then, run like 
them, as not running 1n osscurity [with no eyes upon me] ; 
I box like them, as not beating air [in private practice by myself] ; 
but I bruise and overpower my body, lest anyhow, after making 
proclamation to others, I should become myself a rejected 
person.” 

We beg to submit the above remarks and interpretation to 
our readers, in the hope that they will be found to contain a 
clearer and more logical account of the celebrated twofold parallel 
of Paul, than is elsewhere to be obtained. 


2 CorinTHIANS I. 3. 
Kal éypayva tpiv robro adbro, iva pr éNav Avrnv exw, ag’ dv 
eu pe yaipeww. 

The difficulty of explaining todro ado as the direct object of 
éypayva has caused several commentators (De Wette, Erasmus, 
Riickert, etc.) to render todo avré, on this account, or more pro- 
perly, for this very reason, comparing one of the passages of Plato, 
which we quoted in the last number of The Journal of Sacred 
Literature, in proposing a similar interpretation for ait Todro, 
in Gal. ii. 10. To this Meyer replies, that this idiom is foreign 
to the style of St. Paul. That answer might be considered 
weighty, if only one passage from St. Paul could be adduced in 
favour of the idiom ; but when ¢wo from St. Paul and one from 
St. Peter can be brought forward, the idiom cannot be rejected 
in this off-hand manner. In Eph. vi. 22, we have eis ado 
TovTo, iva, x.T.r., which indicates the tendency of a relative 
clause beginning with iva, to draw its antecedent into its imme- 
diate neighbourhood. We translate with great confidence, “And 
I wrote for this very reason, that on coming I might not have 
sorrow from those from whom I ought to have had joy.” 


2 CoriInTHIANS Iv. 4. 


c \ lel IA 4 4 \ / aA ’ / 
O Oe0s Tod aidvos TovTOU éTUPAWCED TA VOnUATA TOV ATICTWY, 
a lal > 
els. TO un adydoas [adrois] Tov pwTicpov Tod evayyeniov. 


In this passage the textus receptus introduces avrois imme- 
diately after av-yacat, and this is favoured by Origen, who quotes 
the passage with avrois. Both De Wette and Dean Alford reject 
avtois from their text, and yet declare it to be a good gloss. 
De Wette translates avydoau by strahlen, “to beam,” an in- 
transitive verb, which would properly require a dative ; so that 
in his sense avrois might possibly be a good gloss. Dean Alford 
translates avydaca: by “illuminate [them],” a transitive verb, 
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which would correspond to the German Jestrahlen, rather than 
strahlen, and would require an accusative of the direct object, 
so that in his sense the dative, avrois, can not be a good gloss. 
De Wette declares that the rendering of Grotius and others “to 
see” is wrong ; and Dean Alford, who appears to have copied 
directly from him, with the exception of the terrible confusion 
between strahlen and bestrahlen, that it is inadmissible. Neither 
give any reason for their view, and certainly the word “inad- 
missible” is rather too strong to have been used by any com- 
mentator without giving a reason. Let us examine the question. 

And, first, we admit at once that if avrois be the correct 
reading, we have no choice but to take Origen’s view of the pas- 
sage, and translate with the Authorized Version, av-ydoai avrois, 
“to shine unto them.” We have, therefore, to consider the 
question upon the supposition that adrois is to be rejected from 
the text with A, B,C, D', F, G, etc., and is only a gloss. 

In Liddell and Scott’s lexicon we find only ¢wo senses of 
avydfw given ; one classical, to see clearly ; the other Hellenistic, 
to shine. Palm and Rost add the sense fo irradiate; and it is 
worthy of notice that the only passage that they quote in favour 
of the sense ¢o shine, is the one under consideration. Suidas has 
simply A’yd&w, aitiatixy. Amilius Portus, the Latin translator 
of Suidas, gives us a little more: “ Adydfw, accusativo gaudet. 
illustro, illumino, splendeo vel radiis illustro,” omitting what 
we shall find to be the most common sense of avyd%w in good 
Greek authors. 

For our own part, we find no less than stx senses of avyafw: 
(1) transitive, t/lustro or irradio, to irradiate or illuminate; (2) 
transitive and common to both active and middle, video, to see ; 
(3) transitive, oculis quero, to look for; (4) intransitive, video, 
to possess the power of vision; (5) intransitive, specto, to look 
or gaze; (6) intransitive, splendeo, to shine. 

(1.) Irradio.—This we only find once in a fragment of the 
Tyro of Sophocles, No. 587, in Dindorf’s Poete Scenici. 
Sophocles is describing the horror of a mare that has had her 
mane cut off, at seeing her shadow, avyacOeioa, when she is in 
the sun, or rather, when suddenly irradiated by a gleam of sun- 
light :— 

"Ldn oxias eldwrov adtyaa0eis’ dro 
Koupais dtiuws diatetiApmevys Pons.” 


To find another instance of this, we must go to Gregory of 

Nazianzus, quoted by Scapula; ovpavos xocpov drov avyatwv. 
(2.) Video—Hom., Il. yy 458, olos éy® farmous avyafowat 

ne Kal dpeis ; this passage is coolly cited by Wahl as an instance 
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of the sense “ illustro,” which simply proves that, wherever he 
got his reference, he never took the trouble to verify it. Soph. 
Philoc., 217, vaos a&evov avydfwv Spyov. LEurip., Hec., 637, 
Tav KaddoTaV 6 aos avydfe. This might belong to the sense 
irradio. Eurip., Bacche., 597 :— 
“Tldp ob Nevaoers odd adyafer 
Senedras icpov aui tahov ;” 
(3.) Oculis quero.—[Eurip.] Rhesus., 793,— 
* Kai w éeyyxos abyafovta Kai Onpwpevov 
Ilacec rapactas veratny mrevpav Echet 
*Avip axuatwv.”—(* Looking for a spear and hunting for it.”’) 

(4.) Video. intrans.—Apoll., Rhod. i. 1233, pyidias Kai vépbe 
kata xOoves avydfecOa, said of Lynceus, as possessing the 
power of vision even under the earth. 

(5.) Specto.—Hesiod. Op., 478,— 

** EioxOewy & iFear rodwov eap od mpos dddovs 
Abyaoea.’— You will not look to others [for aid.}” 
Eurip., Hel., 1833 :— 
“ Abyafwv €& obpaviwy 
"AXXav potpav expatve.” 
This seems to mean “ looking or gazing from heaven,” but the 
passage is defective. Apoll., Rhod., ii. 682, adpiov avyacoacbau 
és Gupata Kara Meoio. 

(6.) Splendeo. —Leviticus xiii. 24 (LXX.), Kal cap& eav yévnra 
év T@ Sépwate avtod Kataxadpa Tupos, Kal yévntas év TO déppate 
avtTod To Vyacbey Tod KaTaKavpaTos aiyatov THAaVYES NEUKOD. 
The three last words appear to be a periphrasis of the Hebrew 
nyp, a whitish spot. So too, Apoll. Rhod. i. 1233, mpos yap of 
Suxdpnvis at’ aiPépos avydfovca Badr Yednvain, or this may 
mean “looking” or “gazing.” These are all the passages in’ 
which avydfw occurs, that with our limited supply of books we 
have been able to find. Even this little is, however, a great 
advance beyond the ordinary lexicons. 

Let us now proceed to consider which of these significations 
are applicable to the passage under consideration. Reading 
avtois, the last meaning “ to shine,” is the only one admissible, 
as we said above; but assuming the avrois to be only a gloss, we 
may dismiss (4) video. intrans., (5) specto, and (3) oculis quero, 
as inconsistent with the context. Let us try (1) Dean Alford’s 
irradio, to illuminate or irradiate. If avtovs were in the text, 
this would do excellently, but without it, we have: “ That the 
illumination of the Gospel of Christ might not illuminate.” 
Illuminate whom or what? To illuminate without a direct 
object is reduced to the intransitive sense ¢o shine. Let us then 
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take (5) to shine. “The God of this world hath blinded the 
minds of the unbelieving, that the illumination of the Gospel of 
Christ might not shine.” To whom? To them. But it is 
a harsh and roundabout way of speaking, to say that a person 
is blinded, that the sun may not shine to him, and what becomes 
of it when the “ to him” is omitted, which is the case in this 
passage. The idiom is a poetical one with the “to him” inserted, 
and without it it surely amounts to a mis-statement, especially 
in plain prose. The sun shines, whether he seesit or not. Let 
us try meaning (2) to see. ‘ The God of this world hath blinded 
the eyes of the unbelieving, that they might not see the illumi- 
nation of the Gospel of Christ.” Surely this is but plain and 
simple sense. And it is easy to bring forward plenty of similar 
uses of es To and els TO HM; followed by an infinitive. Heb. xii. 

10, we have: Oi bev yap pos oXtyas mpepas, Kata TO SoKxobv 
avrois, émaidevov" o 8é éml TO cupdépor eis TO petaraBeiv ris 
ayiorntos abtod, “ that we might be partakers of his holiness.” 
1 Thess. iii. 2: émréuapapev Tipobeov. . . . eis To ornplEas bpas ; 
“ we sent Timothy, that he might establish you.” And we and 
Timothy are subjects of the verbs following eis Td py and eis 79, 
just as Ta vonpata Tov atiotayr, or, if you will, rods amlcrous 
implied therein, is the subject of avydoa: with the rendering 
to see. 

Yet the simple rendering ¢o see is scarcely satisfactory. 
Why should St. Paul use so out of the way and indeed poetical 
aword? Surely it should rather be translated by a stronger 
expression than fo see, such as to pEscry, which is not a common 
word in prose with ourselves, and exactly gives the forcible sense 
required here. 

“The God of this world hath blinded the minds of the un- 
believing, that they might not prescry the illumination of the 
Gospel of Christ.” 

A brief etymological enquiry into the origin and connexion 
of the senses of avydf%m may, perhaps, not be thought out of 
place here. Avy) appears to mean originally any bright beam 
or radiance. It is thus applied constantly in Homer to the beams 
of the sun, and later writers use avyai alone for the light of day. 
But the eye was considered to ‘“ beam ” as well as the sun, and 
hence we have oupatwv adyal and avai alone of the eyes, like 
the Latin /umina. Av’ydfw would properly mean to be-beam, and 
would be applicable either to the sun or the eye; so that we 
have at once the senses to irradiate, and to see or descry. To 
endeavour to be-beam would be to look for, and to perform the 
action of be-beaming without any definite object expressed would 
be simply ¢o look, or to shine. But the sense to shine appears 
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to have the latest and weakest authority of any; and the passage 
in which the participle avydforv occurs is so singular, that it is 
difficult to suppose the word to have been in common use in that 
sense, when it is unsupported by any other authority than a pas- 
sage of Apollonius Rhodius, where too it is capable of another 
meaning. If avrois be rejected as a reading, we think it must 
also be rejected as an incorrect gloss. Were it a question of 
scholarship and not of reading in which we found the authority of 
Origen against us, we should think twice before we decided against 
his view; but he clearly read avrots, as we find by examining 
the passage—Commentary on St. Matthew, tom. xi. 14. 
1 Trmoruy v. 13. 

“Apa 8é kal apyal pavOdvover treprepYopevat TAs oiKlas. 

No commentator has as yet produced more than one passage 
in support of the construction pavOdvovew apyal, “ they learn 
[to be} idle ;” and Dean Alford is not unreasonably somewhat 
dissatisfied with this single prop, as the reading of the passage 
in which it occurs (Plato’s Euthydemus, 276 8B.) is doubtful. 
The older editions of Plato read, of aywabeis dpa pavOavovow, 
® Krewla, adX ody ot cool, os od ole. Winckelmann, from a 
few of the best MSS., introduced codol before wavOdvovew ; so 
that the amended text adopted by Stalbaum runs, of duaGeis apa 
cogol pavOdvover, “the ignorant then learn [to be] wise.” It 
must be admitted that this is weak authority. We are, however, 
happily in a position to strengthen it; to which end it is only 
requisite to copy a portion of Stalbaum’s note on this very 
passage of Plato: ““Apté Winckelmannus Contulit Dion. Chrysost. 
t. ii. p. 283, ed. Reisk: 6 5€ Ywxparns b7s pev trais dv’ EMA- 
NOANE AIOOZOOX rHv tov tatpos téxyvnv. “ Socrates 
when a boy used to learn [to be} a sculptor, his father’s art.” 


Hesrews vi. 5. 
Kanév yevoapévovs Ocod phua. 


In the last number of The Journal of Sacred Literature, we 
endeavoured to shew that xadov was a predicate, and not an 
epithet of Ocod pjya, and that thus the accusative was the proper 
case, and eivav, if anything, was to be supplied. We cannot but 
remark upon the extraordinary similarity of the construction of 
the 1 aor. participle act. of the same word in Herod. vii. 46., 
where Artabanus is represented as saying, 0 Qeds, yAuKdy yévoas 
Tov aiava, POovepds év adT@ eipicxeras éov. “ God, after making 
us taste that life is sweet, is found to be envious therein.” The 
collocation of the words in the two passages is identical, and we 
think this passage of Herodotus must remove all doubt of the 
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correctness of our explanation of xcaddv yevoapévovs Ocod pia, 
which does away with the awkwardness of supposing that the 
author made yevoyas govern two different cases in. the same sen- 
tence without any difference of meaning. The position of Ocod 
before pjya, in the style of the Epistle to the Hebrews, com- 
pensates for the absence of the article. We should, otherwise, 
have had 70 pha tov Ocod. A. H. W 
Bury St. Edmund's. 








THE GENEALOGIES OF OUR LORD. 


(1.) Tue genealogies of our Lord, as given by the evangelists 
Matthew and Luke, have ever formed a portion of those apparent 
discrepancies of Scripture, which its defenders have laboured to 
remove. It would not be possible, in a paper of this kind, to 
enter into every circumstance connected with this important 
question ; but an endeavour will be made to place the matter in 
its chief features before the reader, and to shew that it is capable 
of satisfactory solution. 

(2.) It has been pretty generally acquiesced in by commen- 
tators that St. Matthew gives the genealogy of Joseph, our Lord’s 
legal father, and that St. Luke gives that of Mary, of whom he 
was born: that both father and mother being of the house of 
David, Jesus was thus, by legal claim and natural descent, the 
Son of David. No doubt this theory is a plausible one, and, if 
it could be proved, a satisfactory one. It is, however, open to 
fatal objections. Both evangelists profess to give Joseph’s 
genealogy, and not that of Mary. Neither evangelist rests any 
part of his argument upon Mary’s being of the house of David, 
and that she was so is merely a gratuitous assumption, for which 
there is no ground beyond conjecture. 

(3.) A far more satisfactory solution has been ably maintained 
by Lord Arthur Hervey, in a work published by him a few years 
since. The leading point in his argument is that both evange- 
lists give the genealogy of Joseph, connecting him with David 
by two different branches—one sprung from Solomon, the other 
from Nathan—generally divergent, but meeting upon two occa- 
sions—the first in Salathiel and Zorobabel, the second in Joseph 
and in Christ. An admirable review of this important work of 
Lord Hervey’s appeared in the Clerical Journal, of January 9th, 
1854, 

(4.) With this leading part of the above work, the writer of 
this article fully agrees. On no satisfactory grounds can it be 
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maintained that Luke intended to give the genealogy of Mary. 
If we are to take his own words as evidence of his intention, we 
must conclude that he did not. Taking in general Lord Hervey’s 
view upon this question as established, it is our object to refer 
to some particulars in which we differ from it, and to shew that 
the view thus presented satisfies every reasonable enquiry that 
may be made about it. 

(5.) There is, however, one argument put forward by those 
who maintain that Luke gives the genealogy of Mary, to which 
we will refer. It was put forward first in a number of the 
Jewish Messenger, for 1833, and has been inserted by Mr. Horne 
in his Introduction to the Holy Scriptures as conclusive. It is 
meant to shew that it is agreeable to the language of the Old 
Testament to call a man the son of him whose daughter he had 
married. For this purpose, Neh. vii., 63, is quoted: “ And of 
the priests: the children of Habaiah, the children of Koz, the 
children of Barzillai, which took one of the daughters of Bar- 
zillai the Gileadite to wife, and was called after their name.” It 
is contended that it is in this instance the son-in-law of Barzillai 
is called his son. Now, nothing of the kind is here said. It is 
merely said that a certain priest, marrying a daughter of Bar- 
zillai, also took his name, and was henceforth called Barzillai. 
The “children of Barzillai” are not here called the children of 
the Gileadite of that name, but of the priest who took that 
name; and consequently here is no instance of a son-in-law 
being called the son of his father-in-law, and we look in vain 
for any instance of the kind in the pages of the Bible. 

(6.) Lord Arthur Hervey supposes that Luke gives the 
natural descent of Joseph from Nathan, the son of David; while 
Matthew gives us the succession of the heirs of David’s and 
Solomon’s throne, the younger branch of the family of David, 
in the person of Joseph, succeeding to the rights of the elder 
branch, from the failure of direct heirs to the latter. We think 
it is the opposite way. In our opinion Matthew gives the direct 
unbroken descent of Joseph from Solomon, and Luke gives the 
succession from Nathan to Joseph, which was not in a direct 
unbroken line, but which, being broken in several places, was 
supplied by adoption, or other means in use among the Jews, 
to keep up the succession of a family. So much depending on 
the succession from David, the younger branch, deriving from 
Nathan, carefully supplied its succession when it was endangered 
by want of direct heirs. We will now proceed to give our rea- 
sons for differing in this respect from Lord Hervey. 

(7.) Our principal reason is the difference of the terms used 
by the two evangelists in their genealogies. Matthew always 
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uses the term “ beget” (éyévynee) in his succession, while Luke 
calls each “ the son ” (vids) of his predecessor. We think it will 
be found that Matthew’s term is a much more confined one than 
that of Luke: that while the phrase used by the latter is de- 
scriptive not merely of a son by natural descent, but of a son by 
adoption or other ways, that Matthew’s term can be only pro- 
perly understood of a son by natural descent. 

(8.) The only way satisfactor: y to arrive at the meaning of 
a word is to consider its use. Now, if we examine every 
place in the New Testament where the verb yévvaw occurs, we 
shall not find a single place where we can understand it in any 
other sense than a description of the natural descent of a child, 
either from his father or mother. Where it is not used in a spi- 
ritual sense of regeneration, we maintain that it is thus invariably 
used in the New Testament. It signifies either the act of pro- 
creation by the father, or of conception or parturition by the 
mother. Let any one bring forward, if he can, an instance of a 
different kind. If none can be brought, though the word occurs 
very frequently, we consider that Matthew’s genealogy must be 
taken, as intended by him, to describe the direct unbroken 
descent of Joseph from Solomon. 

(9.) But it is said that St. Matthew does supply us with 
proof that he did not use the word always in this sense. Let 
us attend to these supposed exceptions, and we imagine that we 
shall not find them to be exceptions. The first is drawn from 
i. 8, where we read that “ Joram begat Ozias.” Now, it is said, 
and truly, that between Joram and Ozias three generations 
intervened, Ozias being the great great grandson of Joram. 
(2 Chron. xxii., xxvi.) But surely this is not a real exception. 
Ozias was the direct natural descendant of Joram; from the 
issue of Joram’s body Ozias sprung. Of Levi, separated yet 
farther from his progenitor Abraham than Ozias was from 
Joram, St. Paul tells us that ‘‘ he was in the loins of his father” 
Abraham. (Heb. vii. 10.) And so in Matthew i. 8, we have 
not any exception to the sense in which we maintain that yévvaw 
is invariably used in the New Testament, namely, as descriptive 
of direct natural descent of a child from its parent. 

(10.) But we have another alleged exception, and one which 
at first sight appears much more like a real exception than the 
last. In Matthew i. 12, we read that “Jechonias begat Sala- 
thiel.” Now, in Jeremiah xxii. 30, we read of this very Jecho- 
nias—there (ver. 28) called Coniah—that he was to be “ child- 
less ;” and consequently Salathiel could not be his son by natural 
descent, but must have been his son by adoption, or otherwise ; 
and here, therefore, it is contended that there is an undoubted 
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instance where éyévyyce, in Matthew, cannot mean direct natural 
descent. 

(11.) A little inquiry will, however, shew us that this is not 
really an exception. The Hebrew word (Jer. xxii. 30), ~m, trans- 
lated “ childless,’ means “empty,” or “desolate,” from any 
cause. This desolation may arise, as in Genesis xv. 2, from 
want of children: but it may also arise from some other reason, 
such as misfortune and calamity falling upon one’s children. 
This is its sense in Jeremiah xxii. 80. It only requires us to 
look closely into the passage, in order to see that such is evidently 
its sense here. “ Write ye this man desolate, a man that shall 
not prosper in his days.” Why? “ For no man of his seed shall 
prosper, sitting upon the throne of David, and ruling any more in 
Israel.” It is here evidently implied that he had children, but 
that none of these should succeed him on the throne. Children 
he was to have, and children’s children, but the diadem of David 
was not to sit upon any of their brows. Herein plainly, ac- 
cording to the text, was to consist his desolation. He was to be 
the father of children, but not the father of kings. Jehu’s pros- 
perity was to consist in this—that he, the first king of his line, 
was to have children of the fourth generation to sit upon the 
throne of Israel (2 Kings x. 30). Jechonias’ desolation was 
to consist in this—that he, the descendant of a long line of 
kings, should transmit the honours of his house to none of his 
posterity. From being the rulers of the land they descended 
into a private station, until we find the last of them, Joseph, 
working at the carpenter’s trade. He who was to resume the 
sceptre of David, our blessed Lord, was not descended from 
Jechonias by natural descent, but was only the son of Joseph 
as being the son of Joseph’s wife. No man of Jechonias’ seed 
ever assumed royalty. Generation after generation of them 
lived and died, but not one of them ruled in Judah. The 
prediction of Jeremiah was literally fulfilled. 

(12.) That such is the real sense of the passage in Jeremiah 
is also evident from 1 Chron. iii. 19, 20. Here we find that 
this Jeconiah, whom our translation erroneously makes “ child- 
less,” was the father of eight sons. There they are, their names 
all given; there can be no mistake about the matter: and 
herein lies the force of Jeremiah’s prophecy. Jeconiah could 
look upon his numerous offspring, and the thought would rise 
in his mind that, though he might be deprived of his kingdom, 
yet that one of his numerous sons, or one again of their sons, or 
surely one of a later generation, should resume the honours of 
his line. What were they sent for, these “young children,” 
these “arrows in the hand of a giant,” but that from them 
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should arise again a rulerin Judah? So man thought: but the 
word of prophecy interposed. Jeconiah had many children, and 
these again had theirs, and at no time was there wanting a man 
known as the direct natural descendant of Judah’s ancient kings; 
but no change of times or circumstances, no revolution from 
within or from without, could raise again the seed of Jeconiah 
to the throne. And so we find the last of them, Joseph, living 
and dying in utter political obscurity. 

(13.) There is another instance alleged, which has, however, 
no even seeming force. Matthew tell us that “ Salathiel begat 
Zorobabel ;” while, according to 1 Chron. iii. 19, “‘ Zerubbabel 
was the son of Pedaiah.” It certainly appears from this that 
Pedaiah has a son of this name, but this does not hinder Sala- 
thiel from also having had a son so called. Matthew tells us he 
had, and Luke also says so; for this is one of the few places in 
the later part of the genealogies where the two evangelists con- 
cur (Luke iii. 27.) It is sufficient answer, therefore, to say to 
this objection, that Zerubbabel the son of Pedaiah was a dif- 
ferent man from Zorobabel the son of Salathiel. 

(14.) No instance, therefore, can be brought forward in 
Scripture in which yévvaw has any other than its usual and 
proper sense. It is the term expressive of natural paternity, not 
of paternity derived from adoption, or marriage, or any other 
way by which one, not naturally the son of another, became 
thus that person’s son. 

(15.) But St. Matthew himself supplies us with a very strong 
proof that he uses yévvaw in this strict sense. According to 
Lord A. Hervey he used it in a loose sense, and it had frequently 
been expressive of a sonship which was not by a natural descent. 
How comes it then that when we come to the last link, where 
we know there was not this natural descent, Matthew drops the 
word as applicable to Joseph’s relation to Jesus, and applies it to 
the relation of Mary to our Lord. “Jacob begat Joseph,” he 
tells us (iii. 16) ; but he does not go on and say, “ Joseph begat 
Jesus ;” but he simply calls “ Joseph, the husband of Mary, of 
whom (viz., Mary) was born (éyévynGe) Jesus, who is called 
Christ. Now why is this? It was not that it was necessary to 
inform us here of the mystery in the birth of Jesus, for in the 
next verses of the chapter he enters into an account of this 
mystery with a fulness and a circumstantiality nowhere else 
found (i. 18—25). Jesus was, in a true sense, the son of Joseph 
(according to Lord Hervey several of the preceding generations 
had been relations of this kind): why then does Matthew drop 
the yévvaw, as applicable to Joseph’s relation to Jesus, and apply 
it solely to the maternal relationship? It can only be because 
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he had used it invariably of the direct natural descent of father 
and son, and here refused to use it where such a descent did not 
exist. 

(16.) But when we come to St Luke’s phrase, vids, we come 
to a phrase of a far looser kind. It readily signifies a son either 
by natural descent, or by adoption, or by any other way. This 
is a matter which it would be a waste of time to enter upon. It 
will be sufficient to point out that Luke, in the first verse of the 
genealogy, affords us proof that he uses the word in this way, 
for he there calls Jesus “ the son of Joseph,” though he was not 
his son by natural descent, nor by adoption, but only as the son 
of one to whom Joseph was affianced at the time of conception, 
and whom he had taken as his wife at the time of birth. 

(17.) Our natural conclusion, then, from the preceding para- 
graphs is that St. Matthew gives the direct, unbroken, natural 
descent of our Lord’s legal father, Joseph, from Solomon, the 
son of David; while St. Luke gives the descent from Nathan, 
the younger son of David, to Joseph, a descent which was inter- 
rupted in various places, and supplied by the means used in 
those times to prevent the failure of a line. The descent from 
Solomon, instead of being supplied from the younger branch, 
supplied sons to that younger branch. Joseph, our Lord’s father, 
was sprung directly from Jacob ; while Heli, having no child of 
his own, either adopted Joseph, or in some other way acquired 
a title to be called his father; and both lines thus united in 
Joseph, the legal father of Jesus, constituted the latter the 
descendant of the kings of Judah—* the Son of David.” 

(18.) But if we are to take the two genealogies as those of 
Joseph, and to consider that neither of them gives the genealogy 
of Mary, are we not at least to suppose that Mary, the sole 
human parent of Jesus, was herself not only of the tribe of 
Judah, but also of the royal family of David? Is not this requi- 
site in order to make our Lord to be truly “ of the seed of David 
according to the flesh?” 

(19.) To this we say that it is not at all necessary. We do 
not affirm that Mary was not of the tribe of Judah and the 
family of David, but we say that the probability is that she was 
not of the royal house, perhaps not of the tribe at all, and that 
we must determine this whole question without any reference as 
to whether she was or was not; must, in fact, go upon the sup- 
position that she was not. Neither of the evangelists rests any 
part of their proof that Jesus was the son of David upon the 
descent of his mother. Writing for the Jew and for the Gentile, 
neither of them rests one iota of their argument upon the fact as 
to what family, or what tribe, Mary was of. They both suppose 
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the proof perfect without it: it did not enter at all into their 
calculations. Whether it be true or not that Mary was de- 
scended from David, we must therefore argue the matter as 
though she were not. The prophecies of our Lord’s descent 
from David do not prove it, for they are supposed both by 
Matthew and Luke to be fulfilled without taking this idea into 
account. The declarations of the Apostles (as Acts ii. 30, 
xiii. 23; Rom. i. 3) do not prove it, for they are in no particular 
stronger than the prophetical sayings, and are in fact mere repe- 
titions of them. And when the whole stress of the writers whose 
purpose it is to shew us the descent of Jesus from David is laid 
on Joseph’s descent, and when neither there nor anywhere else 
is one word hinted of Mary’s being of the family of David, to 
suppose that she was so is simply a gratuitous assumption. 

(20.) Without asserting that it is untrue, we may safely say 
that it is very improbable. The great likelihood is, that if Mary 
were of David’s house we would have been told so. Joseph’s 
descent from David is repeatedly urged, and in such connexion 
with Mary as would naturally lead the evangelists to tell of the 
latter’s similar descent, if she were so descended (Luke i. 27; 
ii. 4,5). The only relative of Mary whose family is told us was 
Elizabeth, and she was of the tribe of Levi (Luke i. 5, 36). 
Mary and her family were probably inhabitants of Galilean 
Nazareth, where, as elsewhere, were Levites, but in which were 
very few of the tribe of Judah (Luke i. 26). So that the 
probabilities in the case are that Mary was a Levite. 

(21.) But however this be, we must put out of mind alto- 
gether the question of Mary’s descent. The evangelists treat 
the point without her, and we must do the same. In deciding 
the truth of the prophecies concerning our Lord’s descent from 
David and their sense, we must argue as though, through his 
mother, he derived no portion whatsoever of his claim. And 
this at once brings us to the view which the New Testament 
writers take of our Lord’s human descent. According to them 
he was not “Son of David” by direct natural descent, but in 
some other way. A Jew undoubtedly, he may not have had, 
according to their statement, one drop of David’s blood in his 
veins. Their view is that ie was David’s son by such means as 
legal descent, or adoption. Matthew gives us certainly the first 
as his view. Luke gives this too as our Lord’s connecting link 
with Joseph, and probably relies on adoption as connecting 
Joseph with Heli. 

(22.) This may appear startling, but it is certainly the aspect 
of our Lord’s descent from David that is presented in the Gospels. 
Direct natural descent is put out of view altogether. Between 
Jesus and David there appears from them to have been no nearer 
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tie of blood than that both were of the same nation. To Joseph 
our Lord had no other than a legal tie, and Mary’s descent from 
David is ignored. 

(23.) But it may be said, “If this be so, how are the pro- 
phecies relative to our Lord’s descent from David fulfilled? If 
he was not descended from David by what we call natural de- 
scent, how is the prophecy, ‘Of the fruit of thy body will I set 
upon thy throne,’ a true prophecy ; or the apostle’s declaration, 
‘Of this man’s seed hath God, according to his promise, raised 
unto Israel a Saviour, Jesus,’ a true declaration?” Certainly 
if we choose to think that these Scriptures can have but that 
sense which is with us commonly attached to them, we cannot 
believe them true. If we take this as their only proper sense, 
and also believe the Scriptures, we must call in the supposed 
royal descent of Mary to bear them out ; but if we leave Mary’s 
descent as an unknown point on which we cannot build, then 
certainly we must suppose the above prophecy not to have been 
fulfilled. But let us ask, is it not possible that there may be 
other true and proper senses in which the words of Scripture 
may be taken? We are not the only judges of their sense. 
If others as much interested in the question for or against 
Christianity as we are, and perhaps much better able to judge, 
were satisfied that the words had another proper sense, why 
should we insist that such a sense is non-natural, and require 
another to be attached to them ? 

(24.) The Jew of the apostles’ time, whether a believer in 
Christ or an infidel, was as interested as we can be in this 
question, and better able to judge the meaning of the words of 
the Old Testament. Yet to this Jew St. Matthew calmly gives 
the view as a satisfactory one, which we refuse as sufficient. 
He opens his genealogy with “The Book of the generation of 
Jesus Christ, the Son of David.” He goes on to give a very 
accurate account of father and son down to Joseph; but there, 
he plainly intimates, was a stop in natural descent. Joseph 
was not, he tells us, the natural father of Jesus: with his con- 
ception he had nothing to do; it was a supernatural thing. 
The only human parent in the way of nature was a virgin of 
unknown pedigree; but to this virgin, ere she conceived, Jo- 
seph was affianced, and this virgin Joseph had taken to his 
home as his wife ere she brought forth. Born in wedlock, 
Jesus was, in Jewish law, the legal son of Joseph, the lineal 
descendant of David, and so Jesus was in Jewish eyes, “the 
fruit of David’s body.” The nation to whom the promise was 
made, in whose language it was written, with whose hopes, and 
pride, and prejudices, it was ultimately bound up, accepted this 
as sufficient. The believing Jew hailed Joseph’s legal son as 
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David’s seed, and required no better connecting link. The un- 
believing Jew allowed the force of the connexion, and never 
denied our Lord’s descent from David to be valid because Joseph 
was nothing more to him than his mother’s husband. What 
right have we to require, as the only true sense of the words, a 
sense which the Jewish nation did not require? 

(25.) Luke wrote for Gentiles, acquainted with the laws re- 
gulating family descents through the world of that and pre- 
ceding times. He wrote for men who knew nothing of Mary 
beyond what he told them, and of her descent he told them not 
a word. He, too, wished to shew Gentile believers and un- 
believers, the descent of Jesus from Adam through David. He 
gives them a line often broken, in which the father and the son 
of natural descent were often wanting, and where the failure of 
a direct heir was supplied by adoption or otherwise from another 
family of the same royal house. Thus he brings down his long 
line, sometimes linked by natural descent, sometimes by law 
supplying the failure of natural descent, until he, too, comes to 
Joseph. As Matthew had told the Jew, so Luke tells the Gen- 
tile, that Joseph had no natural relationship whatsoever with 
Jesus. But the gap of nature he fills up with a legal connexion, 
and the husband of the virgin mother is the father of her son. 
This satisfied Luke that Jesus was the son of David, though 
from his account any idea of consanguinity between Jesus and 
David is excluded. This satisfied the world of Gentile believers: 
why should we refuse to take it as a satisfactory solution ? 

(26.) We do not refuse to take it as a satisfactory solution. 
We behold in it the true and sufficient fulfilment of prophecy, 
the justification of apostolic teaching of the human descent of 
Jesus from David. We accept it simply because it is the view, 
the only view, which the inspired Gospels give us any notion of. 
With their view we are satisfied ; we require nothing more; we 
wish for nothing more. We care not about Mary’s descent. 
That she was descended from David is not part of God’s revela- 
tion, and is therefore no part of our faith. We treat it asa 
thing which has no existence except in human conceit. 

(27.) But we think that when we come, in opposition to 
general opinion and our own earlier prejudices, to acquiesce in 
the view of the Bible, that we find in it a beauty, a force, a har- 
mony with God’s other dealings which we cannot find in the 
common opinion. 

(28.) God loves to shew his power in many instances by 
accomplishing his purpose where, on human calculation, his 
purpose must fail. To Abraham and Sarah was promised in 
their old age a posterity as numerous as the sand of the sea, 
According to man this could not be: Sarah’s age and barren- 
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ness and Abraham’s age all forbad it. But still at the set time 
Sarah had a son, and from this son was sprung the people of 
Israel, filling the land of Palestine with a crowded population. 
To David, God promised a son who should sit upon his throne 
for ever. We trace accordingly in St. Matthew one unbroken 
line of natural descent through Solomon to Joseph; and in 
St. Luke a descent broken in many places, and repaired by 
adoption or otherwise, to this same Joseph. Joseph is heir to 
David by nature and by law; but who is to be heir to Joseph ? 
The two lines meet in one man, the last hope of a long line. 
How is prophecy to be fulfilled? If one prediction said that 
Messiah was to be the son of David, another said he was to be 
son of a virgin (Isa. vii. 14). Viewing the matter prior to 
accomplishment, we should have pronounced it impossible. Jo- 
seph was to be childless, yet to have a son: a virgin must bear 
a child, and yet be Joseph’s wife. But God’s providence brings 
all to pass. Joseph—just, devout, and chaste—loves a young 
girl of his nation, and she is betrothed to him. In her state of 
betrothal the divine communication is made to her that she 
should, though a virgin, bear a son, and she conceives. Then 
rises up in Joseph’s mind horror at her supposed unchastity ; 
and to prevent his putting her away, God tells him in a vision 
of the supernatural conception. Overcoming his natural repug- 
nance by a living faith, Joseph takes Mary to his house, and 
acknowledges her before the world as his lawful wife, and thus, 
a maid unstained, she becomes at the same time a wife anda 
mother. “ From things that are not, God has brought to pass 
things that are.” To a virgin he gives a child. To childless 
Joseph this virgin gives a son to inherit David’s throne. Nature 
had failed, and confessed her inability to fulfil prophecy ; God 
steps in, and brings it to pass. And then as though to shew 
that it was his doing, to this married couple living as man and 
wife for a period probably approaching to thirty years, as we 
think, no other child is born. Jesus is the last legal descendant 
of David’s royal line, and reigns over his house for ever. 

(29.) We have supposed that St. Luke gives a genealogy of 
our Lord, supplied in different places by adoption. Jesus was, 
according to him, the son of David; not by any direct natural 
descent, but by an adoption which more than once supplied the 
failure of natural descent. Luke wrote for Gentiles. The claim 
of the Gentiles to be the sons of God was by adoption too. As 
Jesus was the Son of David through adoption, and so succeeded 
to his father’s throne, so are we the sons of God through adoption 
and grace. 

H. C. 
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EPIPHANIUS ON THE DAY OF THE CRUCIFIXION PASSOVER. 
[Adv. Her. 1. ii., t. i, De Alogis, 22 26, 27.] 


Tue celebrated passage of Epiphanius (Adv. Her.) indicated by 
this reference, in which he treats of the day on which the cruci- 
fixion passover was kept, presents so many difficulties, that 
Petavius has remarked concerning it, Nulla Sibylle folia, neque 
Sphingis Enigmata cum eorum que sequuntur obscuritate conferri 
possunt. That Petavius himself has not succeeded in removing 
the difficulties and making the meaning clear is manifest enough. 
Perhaps therefore we need some apology in submitting the follow- 
ing attempt to interpret the passage. We have none to offer but 
such measure of success as may seem to have attended the effort, 
in making which we have ventured on very few emendations of 
the text, and these only where it seems evidently corrupt, and 
such as the meaning seems plainly to require. Whether the 
present solution be more worthy of a Davus or an (&dipus, must 
be decided by the reader who will take the trouble of giving the 
subject the needful attention. If he is not already well 
acquainted with the passage, we beg that he will carefully read the 
entire of the text which we have copied from the edition of 
Petavius, as reprinted at Cologne, 1682, so as to get a general 
view of the drift of it, and of the difficulties which it presents, 
before he troubles himself with the notes which we have subjoined. 
The only other prefatory remark we think it needful to make is, 
that we by no means advocate the correctness of the statement of 
facts presented by Epiphanius, but merely endeavour to make 
his meaning intelligible. We now proceed with our attempt, first 
giving the text in full. 


Errpnanius, Adv. Her., |. i, t. i., De Alogis, §§ 26, 27. 


§ 26. (1.) Haoye dé év Th ™po Bexarpudsv Kanaviav "Arpir- 
Mav, (2.) dmrepBeBnxoran avTav play éorrépav, TOUTEOTL EV TH 
reccapecxavdexdry THS oehjyns vUKTEpLVy) péon. (3 .) IIpoédaBov 
yap Kal eparyov TO Tacxa, as ono TO evaryyeAiov | Kat Tuets 
TOANAKLS elropev. "Edaryov obv 76 TaoXa mpo dvo Tue peov TOU 
payeiy, rovtertt (4.) TH Tpltn éomépas, Srrep eeu 7H Tem TY 
éomrépas. (5.) Teaoapecxaidexdry yap oUT@S iy, ” TeuTrTN. 
(6.) JvMapBaverat dé TH TpiTn TH auth owe, (7.) 7h irs Hv évde- 
KaTN THS TEAHVNS vuKTepin, ™po dexacE Kanavoav * Arrpiuar. 
Terpas dwdexaTn vuKTepw) . T™po Sexarrevte Kanaviav ’Arpirmav. 
Tléurrn T plo KALWEKATN Twepn, vuctepin b€ TecoaperkaideKatn 
po Sexatecoapwv Kadavoav’ Arpidduav. IIpocaBBarov tecca- 
peckawdexaTn vuxtepivi), mpd Sexatecodpwr (plainly should be 





fo 
aR eee 





q 
} 
4 
it 
: 
ts 





74 Epiphanius on the Day of [ October, 


dexatpiov) Karavddv Armpirruav. YaBBarov trevtexadexaty 
huepwh, mpo Sexddvo Kaddavddv Arparriav. °*Emiupwokovea 
KupidKkn mevrexadexdtn vuKrepiv), (8.) Omep tv pwticpos adov 
kal ys Kal ovpavod Kal hpépas Sia thy Tevrexadexdtny cedjnVNS 
Kai Tov 7Alov Schon, kal dt dvdoracts Kal ionuepla mpo evdexa 
Kadavidv ’"Arpirmav. (9.) Ae iw wravnGértes, vrrepBarov play 
Hpépav érroincav, ws mpocirov. (10.) “Eye: dé dpas Tivas 
Wihos THs NerroXoyias, Hris ewrlares Sua érav Tpidv Trap’ avTois 

, e , e , , fel a 
Suapavovpern ) pia hepa. TIpooréace yap TO ceANViaKg 
poum peTa TAS Tplakoolas TevTnKoVTaTéccapas Tuépas, Kal 
@dXas Kat’ éros téocapas wpas, ws elvar eis Ta Tpia ETN Tuépav 
piav. (11.) Aw rap’ adrois trévte pies TeNodVTaL EuPBOAUOL Els 
érn Sexatécoapa, (12.) dua Td abatpeic Bau ard ToD )ALaKod Spomov 
TaV Tplakociov éEnKkovTaTeEVTE HuEepOv Kal WpaV TpL@V THY play 
@pav. (13.) IIpoorienévwv yap TOV Wpav, NouTrov yivovtas TEE 
Huepat Tapa wpav lav. (14.) “Odev avrot éEdxis ToAvTAacU- 
cartes Ta Sexatécoapa etn TOD dySonKocTod TeTdpTou EToUS, €év 
T@ oySonkooT@® tréummTm TiWéacw euBorpov eva pivar els TO 
elvat mpidKkovta Kai éva phva eis Ta OySonKovTa Kal TévTE ETN, 
(15.) otrives dpevdov eivas Kata THY axpiBevav TpLaKoyTacis piv 
kal eixootrécoapes tuépai Kal pat Tpeis. 

27. (16+) “Evexev tolvuy tovtov tote opadévtes ov povov 
mpochaBov OopuBovpevos tas Svo ipépas BeBpwxores TO Tacyxa, 
(17.) ad\Aa Kal tHv brepBatov, mpobévtes play tépav, Kata 
TdvtTa TpoTov avtol oparévtcs. “H 8é oixovoyia tis adnOelas 
axpiBéotata Ta TavTa Huiv cswrnpiwdas cipydcato. "Oder Kal 
avTos 0 TwTIp TO Tacya TeNeLoaas, &EAAOEV Eis TO Bpos pETa TO 
BeBpoxévar eriOupla émiOupjcas. (18.) Kal éxet to macya 70 
*Tovdaixdy peta Tov pabntav edparyev, ovK AAXwS ToLcas, adda 
Kal avTos weTa TOV TroLovYT@V lows ToUjcas, iva pi) KaTAadVoN 
TOV VOMOV, GAXA TANPOON. 


NOTES. 


(1.) Ilaoyet, x.7.r.—It will appear to have been the design of 
Epiphanius in this passage to shew that our blessed Lord suffered 
at the true time of sacrificing the passover, and that he rose 
from the dead at the equinox. With a view to the former he 
mentions the days of the moon’s age, and to shew the latter he 
specifies the days of the month according to the Roman calendar. 
Perhaps in using the word mdoye instead of éotavpdOn, he 
intended some allusion to the passover, several of the fathers 
having imagined that there existed a connexion between rdcya 
and mdoyw. One instance will suffice: wdoya Néyetas, Ort 
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rore €mabev 0 Xpiotos vrrép tyudv, Chrysost. Hom. v. in 1 Tim., 
apud Suicer, Thes., Theol., s.v., maoya. 

(2.) “PrrepBeRnxoran, ‘eani~Des Jews having passed over 
one evening, scil., in the reckoning of the days of the moon, as 
will appear infra. The evening they omitted to reckon was the 
first or nightly half of the fourteenth day of the moon, each day 
of the moon having its nightly and its daily half or meridian, 

éon. 

: (3.) IIpoédaBov yap . . . &s hyot TO evayyédov. . . . Tpd 
dv0 Huépwr, x.T.’.—The reference to the Gospel seems to shew 
that Epiphanius does not make this statement as a tradition, but 
as his own interpretation of the Gospel history. He must have 
understood St. Matt. xxvi. 2, oldate Ste peta S00 huepwv Td 
mdoxa yiverat, as indicating the true time for celebrating the 
passover, and not the actual time about to be observed on this 
occasion. Then he understood Kai 6 tds tod avOperov tapa- 
disorar eis TO cTavpwOjvas as intimating that the day then 
present was that on which he was to be betrayed to be crucified, 
while the crucifixion itself was to take place peta dvo huépev. 
To that same day on which the Saviour thus spoke, he refers the 
assembling of the priests and elders to consult how they might 
take Jesus, ver. 3; supposing of course that their design was to 
keep him in prison until the feast should be over, so as not to 
put him to death év rj éopt#. Regarding, as it would appear, 
the supper in Bethany, ver. 6, to have taken place then also, that 
is, on the commencing evening ts tpltys (Tuesday), the dislo- 
cation in the order of time in respect to that supper being thus 
attributed to St. John and not to St. Matthew, he must have 
supposed that Judas went out offended from the same supper to 
the assembled council, ver. 14, and that the tpwrn tav atipwov 
of ver. 17, denoting here the passover day, was the ézavpvov of 
that same evening, the daily part of the third day of the week ; 
for the days of the week, following the Sabbath, were reckoned 
from evening to evening. This was not the true mpern tov 
avipov, hut that which the Jews were now about to observe by 
the anticipation just mentioned, an anticipation with which he 
afterwards tells us our Lord complied. He mentions two days 
in addition to the evening, which he says they did not reckon 
when they came afterwards, as it would appear, to rectify their 
mistake. For it was practically, as we shall see, not two but 
three days ; but about one of these he says there existed a differ- 
ence of opinion, and therefore he mentions them separately, no 
doubt having existed in regard to the two days. 

(4.) 1} tpirn éorrépas.—On the third day at evening.. 

(5.) Tecoapecxaidexdtn yap ovtws, «.t.A.—The Bishop of 
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Cork has suggested that perhaps we should read évytws for 
ovtws, q.d., the fifth day of the week was really the fourteenth 
day of the moon; or else that o}tws may be used here pleonas- 
tically. Such an expletive use of odrws is instanced by 
Schleusner in St. John iv. 6, éxabéfero ottws eri tH ryyH. In 
this pleonastic use there must exist some obscure meaning. In 
St. John iv. 6, if indeed odrws is not there equivalent to ow Tras, 
temere, casually, just as he was, there might be a reference to 
the preceding xexotiaxas éx THs Odovrropias. And so here there 
may be an indistinct reference to the d7ep &e of the preceding 
sentence. Perhaps however in both these instances oitws has a 
qualifying force which might be explained by an ellipsis of etzreiy, 
as if it were ows eitretv—as elmeiv, sO to say, in a certain sense. 
Whether or not this is the right explanation of the use of obras 
with a qualifying effect, the fact that it is so used seems un- 
questionable. Thus we see in Pausanius 10, 5, cadrvSns 8 av 
oxjpua odtas ye dv cin, Taperxnuatiopévos 6 vads. Here obras 
translated quasi in Kuhn’s edition, seems plainly used to qualify 
the assertion—ovtws ye, somewhat at least in the form of a hut. 
In St. John iv. 6, it would denote that he sat in a sort of way 
on the well, as it were partly sitting. And in this passage of 
Epiphanius, such a qualification of the assertion would seem 
needful, as it was only in a certain sense that the fourteenth of 
the moon could be assigned to the fifth day of the week, com- 
mencing only at its close, dye méumrns. And this qualification 
would be the more needed if, as is shewn further on, the true 
calculation of the moon’s age made the fourteenth of the moon 
not to commence until the next day. For an evening had to be 
passed over in their reckoning, and the supposed commencing 
vuxtepw) péon of the fourteenth day was on this account assigned 
with the two halves of the thirteenth to the fifth day of the week, 
while the true fourteenth in its daily and nightly halves came 
then to be assigned to the rpoodBParor. 

(6.) YurArapBavera Sé 7H tpitn rH adrH oée.—Scil. on the 
same third day of the week on which the passover was eaten by 
anticipation, oe, namely at the close of it, when the fourth day 
was commencing, according to the manner of speaking in St. 
Matt. xxviii. 1, 6wé 5 caBBdtwr, TH eripwoxoton eis pilav 
caBBarov. That this was the time intended is evident, for in 
another passage of Epiphanius quoted by Grabe, Spicileg. i., 
p. 58, he says, érupwoxoven Th Tetpads svvednpOn 6 Kuplos, Com- 
pendaria Fidei Expositio § 22. It is to be observed that de 
and éyéa are akin to dzriow, and signify late and the latter part. 
Hence, though the Jews commenced their day at sunset, yet these 
words when used in reference to any specified day, as in such an 
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expression as owe caBBdrowv, must necessarily denote the even- 
ing by which it is closed, not that with which it commences. The 
same seems to be the case with the Hebrew ry. The older 
lexicographers indeed confounded the x» from which this is 
derived with that which signifies to mix, and supposed that the 
word denoted the evening from the mixing of light and dark- 
ness, or the blending of day and night. But a reference to the 
Arabic cognates will shew that the roots are quite distinct. The 


Hebrew » representing both ¢ and g the Arabic word which 
stands for evening commences with the latter, and is from the root 


w£, to remove, pass away. The evening of a day would there- 
fore be its passing away, though that same evening as a space of 
time would be the commencement of the following day, accord- 
ing to the Jewish reckoning of the days of the week. 

(7.) “Hts tv évdexarn tris oednvns, «.7...—To understand 
what follows we must have recourse to a sort of diagram or 
oxjpa, first observing that while the days of the week, as deter- 
mined by the Sabbath, commenced at sunset, the days of the 
Roman calendar did not commence until the ensuing midnight ; 
for though the Romans reckoned their hours from sunset and 
sunrise, they reckoned their calendar or civil day from midnight. 
Hence between the commencement of the Jewish day of the 
week and of the corresponding Roman day of the month there 
was an interval of six hours, varying in length according to the 
season of the year, but now six of our hours, it being the time 
of equinox. This interval, or at least the earlier part of it, might 
be assigned indiscriminately to either the past or the coming 
day in a looser way of speaking, but was appropriated to one or 
other according to the circumstances when there was occasion to 
speak more strictly. This interval was the dy/a of the foregoing 
day, the éripwoxovea of that which was just beginning. We ma 
also observe preparatory to the subjoined figure, that while each 
day of the moon had its nightly and its daily péon, it did not 
seem necessary to the author always to mention both, as either 
implied the other. The nightly wécn also, as was the case with 
regard to the days of the week, should regularly precede the 
daily; but when one evening came to be passed over in the 
reckoning of the moon’s age, then the daily wéon comes before 
the nightly in this enumeration by Epiphanius. 
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Now in reference to this scale we observe that up to the fifth 
day he mentions only the nightly or commencing half of the 
moon. On the fifth he mentions not the nightly half, which 
however is implied, but only the daily half of the thirteenth, in 
order to connect this day with the nightly half of the fourteenth, 
which would at any rate have been assigned to the evening of 
it, with respect to the passover, if in correcting the previous 
error, the passover had then been celebrated; for the lamb 
would in that case have been slain just before the close of the 
fifth day, and would have been eaten after the fourteenth of 
the moon had commenced dé réumtns, érupwoKoton tpo- 
caBBarov. Three halves of the moon are thus virtually assigned 
to the fifth day, since, for a reason to be presently stated, this 
fourteenth of the moon vu«repu) was, as already mentioned, 
to be tepBaros, not taken into account in reckoning the days 
of the moon; and the fourteenth was thus made to commence 
with the succeeding daily half and to conclude with the nightly 
half following. And then of course the daily half of the 
fifteenth precedes the nightly, which thus reaches to the owia 
cdBBarov, and the émupeooxovoa xvpidxn. Hence supposing 
the correction rightly made, the Saviour’s death takes place just 
at the time for slaying the passover, while the resurrection takes 
place more than a day after the full moon and at the equinox, 
mpo évdexa Karavdav ’Arrpiddvav, that is on the 22nd of March. 

(8.) "Orep tv hwticpos dou, x.7..—Here the moral and 
physical illumination seem curiously combined. The notion 
appears to have been that the resurrection having taken place 
when the moon had now passed its fifteenth day and was waning, 
and when by reason of the equinox the days were becoming 
longer than the nights, this waning of the moon and lengthening 
of the days was symbolical of the fading light of the Old Testa- 
ment, and the brighter illumination introduced by the Gospel. 
Compare 1. ii., t. i, De Quatuordecimanis, 2; and in parti- 
cular, ée0 yap tov Xpiotov €v Th teccapecxaidexdtyn tpuépa 
OvecOat Kata Tov vopor, dtrws ANEN Tap’ avrois TO pwrifov avTods 
gas KaTa TOV voor, TOD Alov avaTeiNaVTOS Kal oKETTaCAaYTOS 
Tis TeAHVNS TO GédXas. "Ato yap TeccapecKkaideKdTyns Kal KaTw 
P0iver ro hacwvov ths cednvns. And this he compares to the 
ceasing of the manna on the third day after the passover at 
Gilgal. 

(9.) Ae iv, rravnOértes, UrepBatov—érroincay, x.T.r.—Here 
jv can perhaps refer only to ionyuep/a as its antecedent, but then 
in the writer’s mind the fifteenth day of the moon is connected 
with it. When they had found that they had gone astray in their 
reckoning, 7AavnOévres, and that the fifteenth day would not be 
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until the equinox, it was then perceived that in order to bring 
the paschal celebration to its right time, it was necessary not 
only to allow for the two days, but also in addition to pass over 


one nightly half of the moon. This virtually made an entire | 


day as regards the passover, for having passed one evening they 
must of necessity wait for the next. Hence he says here, trrep- 
Baroy plav jpépav érroincay, whereas he had previously said 
brrepBeBnkdtwv pilav éorépav. And from this it appears that 
they passed over this evening in their reckoning of the moon’s 
age with a view to the repetition of the paschal solemnities, as 
it could only have been in reference to something to be done at 
a fixed hour of the day, that the passing over an evening would 
make a difference of an entire day. Of course®piphanius having 
stated that they had already eaten the passover by the antici- 
pation of which we have been speaking, would find evidence of 
such a repetition in the words of St. Jobn, xviii. 28, iva py 
puavOdow, GN iva daywor TO Tacya. 

(10.) “Eyer 5é dpas twas 1) Widos Tis NewTONOYlas, K.T.U.— 
Their calculation, by way of subtlety or minute accuracy, has 
certain hours—namely the one day about which they are not 
agreed, that occurs every three years. In estimating the lunar 
year, they added to the 354 days four hours, which Epiphanius 
did not think ought to be added, or which at any rate be thought 
an unnecessary XeTToNoyia. That he probably considered the 
lunar year to be completed by the 354 clear days may be 
gathered from l. iii., t.1., De Audianis, 13, where he says, rod 
éviavTod Kata Tov HAlaKov Spdouov TAnpovpévou év TpLakoclais 
éEnxovta tévre huépats Kal wpais tpicl, cuuBalver dia TO THY 
cEeAHVHY Tovey TOV eviavToV Huépais Tt’. TevTHKOVTA TéTapat, 
AelrrecOar TH pev KATA Ty cErAnVHV Spoum Evdexa uépas Kal 
apas y'. For surely if he thought that extreme accuracy would 
give the odd hours to the lunar year, it was not a greater in- 
stance of AerToXoyla to add them to it, than to add the three 
hours that he gives himself to the solar year. These four hours, 
added by the Jews ris NerrodNoylas yapw, made a day, that is 
one of twelve hours, in three years, which twelve hours would so 
far diminish the period by which the lunar reckoning anticipated 
that of the sun. If we take the 354 days 4 hours of the lunar 
year from the 365 days 3 hours of the solar, the difference 
amounts to 10 days 23 hours, which would in three years make 
a deficiency of 30 days and 69 hours. The 30 days they brought 
up by the intercalary month Ve-adar, but there still remained a 
deficiency of 69 hours, or 2 days and 21 hours. The 2 days 
were those for which he says that on this occasion they had 
neglected to make allowance, anticipating the celebration of the 
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passover by these days for which it was not disputed that they 
should have allowed. The 21 hours made what he describes as 
nap avtois Siapwvovpéry 1) ula jyépa. The difference of opinion 

robably arose from this portion of time being three hours less 
than a full day, so that even if no allowance were made for it, 
the fourteenth day of the moon, or at least its commencement, 
would still fall within the 24 hours assumed to be the fourteenth 
day of the moon, so that some would consider this the four- 
teenth sufficiently to satisfy the requirements of the law, while 
others would think another day shou!d be allowed. If they had 
not added the four hours to the lunar year, they would have had 
a deficiency of 3 days and 9 hours, and no dispute could in such 
case have arisen about the third day. As it was, the deficiency 
of 21 hours was provided for by passing over one evening in 
addition to the two days, an allowance which practically made a 
difference in the celebration of a full day. 

(11.) 40d map’ avrois, «.7..—He now proceeds to explain 
the provision they made for supplying the deficiency when it 
should accumulate in longer periods. Ordinarily, the month 
Ve-adar was intercalated every third year; but after four periods 
of three years the next was only two years. Thus they inter- 
calated 5 months in 14 years. The difference of 10 days 23 
hours between their lunar and solar years would make in 14 
years 5 months, 3 days and 10 hours. This intercalation of 
5 months in 14 years would therefore still leave a deficiency for 
which it was requisite to make a further provision, as we shall 
presently see they did. 

(12.) Asa ro apaipeto Oar, x.7.X.—The one hour, by which the 
odd hours of their lunar year exceeded the odd hours of their 
solar year, had on subtraction to be taken from the period of 
the sun’s course. 

(13.) IIpooriepévwv yap, x.7...—When the odd hours are 
added to the number of days in each year, 1 hour less is added 
to the 365 days of the solar year than to the 354 of the lunar, 
and thus the 365 days become deficient by 1 hour as compared 
with the 354, while the subtraction of 354 days 4 hours from 
865 days 3 hours is equivalent to the subtraction of 354 days 
clear from 365 days less 1 hour; and thus in the subtraction 
also, by taking the odd hours into calculation, the 365 days 
become deficient by 1 hour; Aowrai (not dowdy, which is 
evidently an error) yivovta: TEE juépar Tapa wpav pilav. 

(14.) "OOev avrot é€dxis, x.r.4.—To make up for the defi- 
ciency of 3 days 10 hours, which we have seen was produced at 
the end of the 14 years, he says that, when at the end of the 
84th year they had multiplied this deficiency 6 times, so that it 
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had then accumulated to 20 days 12 hours, then in the 85th 
year they intercalated another month. For to this deficiency of 
20 days 12 hours thus accumulated, it was necessary to add the 
deficiency of 10 days 23 hours which accrued in the 85th year 
itself, which thus made 30 days and 35 hours. The 30 days 
were supplied by the intercalated month, which thus made 31 
months in 85 years—namely, the 5 months of each 14 years, 
which were multiplied 6 times in 84, and the 1 additional month 
supplied in the 85th. For the 35 days no provision seems to 
have been made. 

(15.) Otries dpevrov, x.7.’.—These 31 months, he says, 
should xat’ dxp/Bevav have been 31 months, 24 days and 3 
hours. In making this calculation, he reckoned the lunar year, 
as we have seen, only 354 days clear, though it was well known 
at the time that it exceeded 354 days. Hipparchus had caleu- 
lated the lunation to be 29 days, 12 hours, 44 minutes, 34 
seconds, which would make the lunar year over 354 days, 8 hours, 
and 48 minutes; while he had made the solar year to be 365 days, 
5 hours, and 53 minutes. Thus Epiphanius, with all his anxiety 
to speak xat’ axpiBeav, betrays a little forgetfulness. 

(16.) “Evexev roivuy todrov. . . . OopvSovpevor, «.7..—On 
account of this system of intercalation they fell into a mistake 
on this occasion, being puzzled, so that in their confusion of 
mind they thought the intercalations sufficient. It is evident 
that Epiphanius considered this one of the years of intercalation. 
In the intervening years they would be guided by the observa- 
tion of the moon in the celebration of the passover. This year 
they were satisfied with intercalating the month, but forgot to 
make any allowance for the 2 days and 21 hours by which this 
month was deficient, and by which the numbering of its days 
anticipated the real days of the moon’s age. 

(17.) “AdAd Kal thy brepBarov.—Connect this with tas dvo 
Huépas as governed by mpoéAaBov. They anticipated the two 
days about which there was no dispute, and also tiv brepBatov 
(éo7répav). He adds, mpobévres pilav juépay, putting one day 
too soon on this account, the anticipation of an evening making 
an anticipation of an entire day as regards the passover, which 
could only be celebrated at evening. For it is no doubt éo7répav 
we should supply as the substantive, with which trepBarov 
agrees, as supra virepBeBnxoTwv piav éorrépav ; and it is not 
improbable that in reference to this subject 1) bmepSaros had 
come to stand for 4 trepBartos éorrépa. Hence it was that he 
added mpobévres lay nuépay, to intimate that the anticipation 
of the vepBaros éorrépa made in fact an anticipation of one day. 
If s}uépav was the substantive understood with imepSarov, the 
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addition of mpo8évres pwiav nuépay would be an unmeaning 
repetition. 

(18.) Kai éxet—This reading must be wrong. How could 
the Saviour have eaten the passover ¢here, i.e., on the mount, to 
which alone éxeé could refer? Read éxeivos; “even He” in 
fulfilling the law did exactly as the Jews did in this respect. 
With the example of our Lord thus presented by Epiphanius, 
agrees the direction of the Aidtakis as quoted by him, Her. Ixx. 
10 ;—‘Opifover yap év rh Siatdker of atroatonot, Ste bwels pH 
wnhitnre adra trove Grav oi aderpol bpdv oi éx TepuTOpis: per’ 
avT@v dua Toire, . . . Kav TE TaVNOdoL, unde Viv pEdéTo. 
Quite different however is the precept of the Apostolical Consti- 
tutions as we now possess them, though they agree with this 
quotation of Epiphanius so far as to indicate a prevailing notion 
that the Jewish manner of calculating the time for celebrating 
the passover was erroneous. Avatayal v.17, 1, (ed. Ultzen), 
Myxéri Sé traparnpovpevor peta iovdaiwv éoptatew. Ovdeula yap 
kowwvia nuiv viv tmpos abtovs' TeTAAaVnVTAL yap Kal avTHY THY 
Wipov, hv vouifovew émutedeiv, bTws Tavtayobev Wor TeTAVN- 
pévot Kal THS adnOelas aTrecyouio pévor. 


J. Q. 








PREACHING TO THE SPIRITS IN PRISON, etc., 


WITH STRICTURES ON DEAN ALFORD’S COMMENTARY. 


We were much pleased to see the second part of Dean Alford’s 
fourth and concluding volume of his Critical and Evxegetical 
Commentary on the New Testament announced as being in the 
press. We heartily congratulate the Dean that health and 
strength have been given to him to bring his lengthened labours 
so near to a close, and beg to express our gratitude for the very 
complete and valuable commentary with which he has furnished 
the Biblical student on the New Testament. The work alto- 
gether is a monument of patient research and acute thought, 
and cannot fail to have a most beneficial effect in promoting the 
critical study of this portion of God’s Holy Word. 

But in proportion to the high estimation in which the work 
is, and will be held, it seems all the more necessary, in con- 
sequence of the extensive influence which it is calculated to 
exert in forming the critical judgment of the rising generation 
of theological students, to point out what in it seems to be erro- 
neous and calculated to mislead. We regret to observe occa- 
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sionally indications of that Germanizing tendency become so pre- 
valent of late, but which we trust the sound common sense of 
Englishmen will quickly shake off. We must protest strongly 
against the undue prominence given to what is styled the gram- 
matical commentary above the logical; or, in other words, 
against what seems now laid down as an almost incontrovertible 
canon, that the first business of an interpreter is to ascertain 
what is called the grammatical meaning of his author, and to 
adhere to this, when once ascertained, at all hazards, all argu- 
ments arising from common sense, logic, and consistency of the 
writer with himself and the rest of the Holy Scripture, notwith- 
standing. This we consider to be an extreme as dangerous as 
that from which it is a recoil, the neglect too common in former 
times of grammatical principles, and the unwarrantable recourse 
had to enallages of moods and tenses, interchange of preposi- 
tions, etc. We are very far from desiring to undervalue the 
immense importance to the interpreter of Scripture of an accu- 
rate knowledge of the Old and New Testament grammar and 
diction, and strict adherence to their principles. No interpre- 
tation is for a moment to be admitted which is at variance with 
these. Still every philologist must confess how imperfect an 
instrument language is at best, and how manifold frequently are 
the meanings which may legitimately be deduced from a sen- 
tence or passage, each in exact accordance with the rules of 
grammar. As etymology for ascertaining the meaning of words, 
so for ascertaining the meaning of sentences, grammar is a most 
valuable assistant ; but when elevated to the rank of principal 
guide, it will often lead as far astray as etymology does its 
votaries. Grammar must be the handmaid, not the mistress, of 
common sense. How often have a Luther or Calvin for example, 
by their close attention to the scope and spirit of the Scriptural 
writer, caught the true sense, where our modern commentators, 
with all their acknowledged superiority in critical acquirements, 
have failed ! 

The first and paramount business of an interpreter, as Locke 
has well remarked in his Essay for the understanding of St. 
Paul’s Epistles by consulting St. Paul himself, is to ‘“ observe 
by careful and frequent perusal (at one sitting, if possible), what 
is the main drift and design of the writer, and thus by a close 
attention to the tenor of the discourse, to find the coherence of 
what is obscure and abstruse. Wherever we have got a view of 
his design, and the aim he proposed to himself in writing, we 
may be sure that such or such an interpretation does not give us 
his genuine sense, it being nothing at all to his present purpose. 
Nay, among various meanings given to a text, it fails not to 
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direct us to the best, and very often to assure us of the true. 
For it is no presumption when one sees a man arguing for this 
or that proposition, if he be a sober man, master of reason or 
common sense, and takes any care of what he says, to pronounce 
with confidence, in several cases, that he could not talk thus or 
thus.’’ 

It is surely an extravagant reliance on mere grammatical 
considerations, and an unwarrantable neglect of this common 
sense rule of Locke’s, that could lead to attribute to such a man 
as St. Paul (not to speak of his inspiration), a belief in one of 
the silliest of the Rabbinical fables, that the rock which was 
struck by Moses literally “ followed the Israelites in the wilder- 
ness, and gave forth water all the way ;’” and this in an epistle 
addressed to Greeks whom he is twitting at every turn on their 
fancied wisdom ; or to father on St. Stephen and St. Luke, as a 
“demonstrable historical mistake,” a blunder so gross, that none 
but the most ignorant of St. Stephen’s hearers could fail to 
detect it.¢ 

It is with sincere regret that we feel ourselves constrained 
in the interests of sound Biblical interpretation to draw atten- 
tion to blemishes such as these which disfigure a work in many 
respects so excellent as Dean Alford’s Commentary on the New 
Testament ; but his continued persistence in exaggerating the 
confidence to be placed, for investigating the meaning of any 
difficult passage, in the mere grammatical interpretation, to the 
neglect of the higher exigencies of the scope, and consistency of 
the writer with himself and with the rest of Scripture, forbids us 
to be silent. 

A striking instance of this error has again been exhibited in 
the first part of vol. iv. of his commentary published last year. 
Dean Alford has not scrupled to interpret 1 Peter. iii. 18, 19 
in connexion with iv. 6, as teaching that Christ descended into 
Hades, into that very region of it assigned as “a prison’”é to the 





« Essay prefixed to Locke’s Paraphrase and Notes on the Epistles of St. 
Paul. 

6 “ We have the plain assertion, representing matter of pee fact, ‘ they 
drank from the miraculous rock which followed them ;’ and I cannot consent to 
depart from what appears to me the only admissible sense of these words.”— 
Alford’s Commentary on 1 Cor. x. 4. 

© See Alford’s Commentary on Acts vii. 16, and Prolegomena to vol. i., 
chap. i., 2 vi. 15; and remarks on both errors in Forbes’s Symmetrical Structure 
of Scripture (pp. 335—341). 

4 He seems quite aware that Bishop Horsley’s interpretation of pvAaxj as 
simply denoting a place of ‘‘ safe keeping” is untenable. vAaxh, it seems now 
generally admitted, always refers to a place of forcible and penal detention ; and 
when relating to Hades, denotes the place of detention of the wicked (see 
Matt. v. 25; Luke xii. 58), the “ prison” where Satan is to be bound for a 
thousand years (Rev. xx. 7). 
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spirits of those who were formerly disobedient in the days of 
tees and there preached the Gospel to them— even to the 
ead,” 

Now whatever may be the meaning of this difficult passage, 
or however inadequate we may be to give a satisfactory solution 
of it, we think it, with Mr. Locke, “no presumption to pro- 
nounce with confidence” that Dean Alford’s interpretation can- 
not be right. Common sense forbids it. (1.) It is inconsistent 
with the clear doctrine of Scripture in other passages. (2.) It 
is inconsistent with the scope of St. Peter’s argument. 

(1.) It is inconsistent with the clear doctrine of Scripture in 
other passages. 

That this earth is the sole place of trial, and that death fixes 
irreversibly the doom of all, results among other proofs from the 
parable of the rich man and Lazarus (Luke xvi. 22—26). Be- 
tween the place where Lazarus was carried, and that part of 
Hades where the rich man was detained, “a great gulf,” our 
Saviour assures us, “is fixed,” which none can pass. But some 
of those spirits who were disobedient in the days of Noah, suc- 
ceeded, it would seem, in crossing the impassable gulf, unless 
this “ preaching to the dead” of Christ was utterly vain, and 
only served to tantalize, and to enhance the condemnation of, the 
hearers. Nay the dead, it appears, in certain cases at least, are 
more easily converted than the living; for of the latter Christ 
affirms, that if they listen not to other means used for their 
conversion, neither would they believe though one rose from the 
dead. But according to the interpretation now under conside- 
ration, some of the ungodly sinners of Noah’s time believed at 
the preaching of Christ before even he rose from the dead, on 
his merely descending into Hades. 

This argument is not to be set aside by the objection that 
“ dogmatical considerations” must have no part in ascertaining 
the meaning of any passage in Scripture. This is one of those 
unfounded assumptions which seem now to be accepted as indis- 
putable canons of Scripture interpretation. But it cannot bear 
investigation. The same rule must hold good in judging of 
Scripture that we would apply to any common writer. Now in 
interpreting an obscure passage in any judicious author, it is a 
recognized principle that no opinion ought to be attributed, to 
him which directly contradicts his known sentiments clearly 
expressed in other passages. No more are we entitled to make 
Scripture contradict Scripture, or to set St. Peter at variance 
with the explicit teaching of his Master. 

(2.) Dean Alford’s interpretation is inconsistent with the 
scope of St. Peter’s argument. 
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He considers chap. iii. 18, 19, Christ was “ put to death in 
the flesh, but quickened in the Spirit, by which also he went and 
preached unto the spirits in prison,” to be parallel-to chap. iv. 6. 
“ For for this cause was the Gospel preached also to them that 
are dead, that they may be judged according to men in the flesh, 
but live according to God in the Spirit.” 

_ That there is a close connexion between the two passages 
can scarce be doubted. We have the preaching in both passages, 
and in both the death of the flesh, and the quickening of the 
Spirit. But when the Dean goes on to identify ‘the dead” to 
whom the Gospel was preached with “the spirits in prison,” 
we are constrained to ask where are his proofs; and still more 
when he asserts that “the dead” here mentioned (iv. 6) were 
dead at the time when the Gospel was preached to them, we demur 
to this not only as having no bearing on the Apostle’s argument, 
but as being in direct opposition to it. If there is a close resem- 
blance between the two passages, there is a marked distinction 
in one respect which he has failed to observe between them. 
The death of the flesh and quickening of the Spirit in chap. iii. 
18, relate to Christ, who was “put to death in the flesh and 
quickened in the Spirit,” whereas in chap. iv. 6, they relate to 
those to whom the Gospel was preached, “that they might be 
judged according to men in the flesh, but might live according 
to God in the Spirit.” A parallel therefore is drawn between 
Christ and those to whom he is an example. The argument 
of the Apostle clearly is this: Be not afraid of “ suffering for 
well doing” (chap. iii. 17) in the flesh even unto death, for 
death in the flesh leads to life in the Spirit. This was exem- 
plified in Christ, to whom you must become assimilated in all 
things. “Being put to death in the flesh,” he was thereby 
“quickened in the Spirit,” and became a “ quickening Spirit” to 
every spirit of man brought into union with Him. “ Forasmuch 
then as Christ hath suffered for us in the flesh, arm yourselves 
likewise with the same mind” (iv. 1), viz., to suffer if necessary 
even unto death, “so as no longer to live the rest of your time 
in the flesh to the lusts of men” (ver. 2), however much your 
former associates may deride you for “not running with them 
to the same excess of riot”’ (ver. 4), and for exposing your lives 
to risk for the Gospel, ever remembering “ Him that is ready to 
judge the living and the dead” (ver. 5). Fear not therefore the 
reproach of the living, who shall soon have to give account of 
themselves to Christ ; fear not to suffer in the flesh with Christ, 
and to be numbered among the dead, should such be your fate ; 
“ for for this cause even tothe dead [in the cause of Christ] was 
the Gospel preached,” viz., to those of your brethren who have 
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already been persecuted to death, “that they might be judged 
according to men in the flesh, but live according to God in the 
Spirit ” (ver. 6). 

It is, therefore, to a voluntary dying in the flesh like Christ’s, 
that “a quickening,” or “living according to God in the Spirit,” 
is promised ; not to the dead generally. “The dead” in chap. 
iv. 6, consequently, cannot denote those who were dead already, 
previously to the preaching of the Gospel, otherwise the parallel 
is made void, and the apostle’s exhortation founded on the ex- 
ample of Christ, divested of meaning. Those that are already 
dead have no “ flesh in which they could be judged according to 
men,” and be “ put to death in the flesh ;” and since the being 
quickened and “living according to God in the Spirit” is de- 
pendent on their arming themselves with the same mind as Christ 
to suffer even unto death, common sense decides that those here 
intended cannot have been already dead at the time when the 
Gospel was preached to them. 

But here will be urged the strength of the grammatical 
argument, as proving indisputably that whatever may be the 
meaning of chap. iv. 6, the preaching of Christ in chap. ii. 10 to 
“the spirits in prison” could not have been to the antediluvians 
previous to the flood through the medium of Noah, but must 
have been a preaching in his own person, and subsequent to his 
death, and consequently a preaching to those that were at the 
time dead, and had been now long “spirits in prison.” The 
inexorable rules of grammar, it is argued by all the later German 
commentators and now by Dr. Alford, admit of no escape from 
this conclusion. ‘The rendering of the English version here 
[‘ being put to death in the flesh, but quickened] dy the Spirit’ 
is wrong both grammatically and theologically (Alford in loc.) ; 
and the latter dative must be rendered like the former by in— 
“made alive [again] in the Spirit” (Alford). Thus, then, as 
“ put to death in the flesh” means in Christ’s own flesh, “ made 
alive in the Spirit” must mean in Christ’s own Spirit [not the 
Holy Spirit); and as his death was the cause of his being 
quickened in his Spirit, and as it is immediately added, “in 
which [Spirit] he went and preached unto the spirits in prison,” 
it is beyond all question that the preaching here referred to 
must have been subsequent to his death, and consequently personal 

a preaching in his Spirit now quickened and endowed with 
greater power by his voluntary submission to death. 

Formidable though this argument appears, we have no hesi- 
tation in pronouncing, with equal decision as Dr. Alford, that it 
is “ wrong both grammatically and theologically.” 

1. Theologically wrong we pronounce it, on the principle of 
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the ducens ad absurdum argument, as landing us in a false con- 
clusion, diametrically opposed to the clear teaching of Scripture. 
And here we see the true and legitimate use of “ dogmatical 
considerations.” Not that we are to force grammar in order to 
bring out some meaning in consonance with them; but when 
they distinctly condemn a meaning which the words may seem 
at first sight obviously to bear, it becomes the duty of the inter- 
preter not surely to make Scripture contradict Scripture, but to 
suspend his judgment and confess his ignorance—or, better, to 
suspect the accuracy of his premises, and to search till he dis- 
cover wherein the fallacy lies. Had Dr. Alford been thus led 
to enquire, he would probably soon have discovered that his error 
lay in the mode in which he had apprehended the antithesis 
between “the flesh” and “the Spirit.” This is not, as he 
supposes that each is regarded as “ a subject, recipient, vehicle,” 
the flesh of evil, the spirit of good; but, on the contrary, they 
are regarded as active principles, prompting the one to evil, the 
other to good (compare Gal. v. 17) : “The flesh lusteth against 
the Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh.” The flesh denotes 
the fleshly nature which must not be listened to, but must be 
wholly mortified and put todeath; the Spirit denotes the Spirit 
of God, as the counteracting and quickening principle opposed 
to the principle of the flesh, as in Rom. vii. 9: “ But ye are 
not in the flesh, but in the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of God 
dwell in you.” Itis indeed man’s spirit (in opposition to his 
flesh or body) that is rendered spiritual by the indwelling and 
renewing of God’s Spirit. Still, instead of contrasting man’s 
spirit with his flesh, the Scripture, in order to ascribe the glory 
of the change to the true source, brings into prominence the Agent 
by whom the spirit of man is quickened and spiritualized. This 
is strikingly illustrated in Romans viii. 10 :— 


“If Christ be in you, 
The body is dead, because of sin ; 
But the spirit is /ife, because of righteousness.” 


Here antithetical accuracy would have required— 


‘The body is dead because of sin; 
But the spirit is quickened because of righteousness.” 


But there is a marked departure from the strict requisitions 
of parallelism, in order to indicate the source from whence the 
new life and nature are derived, and for the quickened spirit of 
man is substituted the quickening Spirit of God. 

The same rule holds good even in the case of Christ, when, 
with respect to him, the Spirit is opposed to the flesh ; as might 
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have been expected from the usual representations of Scripture 
with regard to the God-man, that “in all things it behoved him 
to be made like unto his brethren,” that he might be an example 
and encouragement to all that are his. As man, it was through 
the Spirit of God, asked and received from his Father, that he 
did all things. Through “the Spirit descending and remaining 
on him” (John i. 33)—so that thenceforth he was “full of the 
Holy Ghost” (Luke iv. 1)—he wrought “ miracles, wonders, and 
signs” (Acts ii. 22). Being “anointed with the Holy Ghost 
and with power, he healed all that were oppressed with the 
devil” (Acts x. 38). He “cast out devils by the Spirit of God” 
(Matt. xii. 28). “ Through the Eternal Spirit he offered himself 
without spot to God” (Heb. ix. 14). And finally, he was “ raised 
up from the dead” by the same Spirit (Rom. viii. 11), and so 
“‘ made a quickening Spirit ” unto others (1 Cor. xv. 45), having 
“received of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost,” that 
he might “shed it forth ” abundantly upon all. 

Had Dr. Alford observed this analogy, he would probably 
not have so entirely misapprehended Romans i. 3, 4 (where the 
same antithesis of the flesh and Spirit with reference to Christ 
occurs, as in 1 Peter iii. 18, “ concerning his Son, Jesus Christ 
our Lord, who was made of the seed of David according to the 
flesh, and constituted the Son of God with power, according to 
the Spirit of holiness, by the resurrection of the dead ”), but might 
have seen that as, according to his own correct statement, in the 
last words, €€ avactdcews vexpov, “by the resurrection [not 
from the dead, but] of the dead,” procured and involved in the 
resurrection of Christ, “lies wrapped up the argument of ch. vi. 
4 ff.”, where believers are represented, in consequence of the 
closeness of their union with Christ, from their having died with 
him in his death to sin, to have been quickened and risen again 
with him in his resurrection,—so in the antithesis of “ according 
to the flesh,’ “according to the Spirit of holiness,’ we have 
wrapped up the argument of chap. viii., in which believers are 
represented as being enabled to “ walk no longer according to the 
flesh, but according to the Spirit” (viii. 4), because by their union 
with Christ, the Son of God, they are now “ sons of God,” as being 
“led by the Spirit of God” (viii. 14). He would thus have 
been led to perceive that rod opirbévtos viod Oeod év Suvape 
“constituted [not ‘declared’—a meaning of the word unex- 
ampled] the Son of God with power ” [i.e., invested with power— 
not “ with power (or powerfully) declared,’ which would have 
been rod év duvaper 6pia OévTos |, referred not to the eternal Sonship 
of the Word which is incommunicable, as in it he stands alone 
as “the only-begotten Son of God;” but to that Sonship in 
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which, as having assumed human nature, he is “ the first-born 
among many brethren” (Rom. viii. 29), “ the first-degotten of the 
dead” (Rev. i. 5), and which Sonship he can communicate to 
all that are in union with him. 

In short, in these two verses (Rom. i. 3, 4) we have in brief, 
epitomized form the foundation of the doctrines laid, on which 
the rest of the epistle enlarges, and that view of the Saviour 
presented by which, as the Head of the Church, he himself was 
made all which he communicates to his members, being “ con- 
stituted the Son of God with power” to assimilate them to 
himself, and his “gospel” rendered “the power of God unto 
salvation” (Rom. i. 16). In Christ’s dying to sin the Christian 
becomes “dead to sin” (Rom. vi. 2, 10, 11), and is justified,” 
dedixalwras (vi. 7): in Christ’s resurrection he is “ raised up” 
to “newness of life” (vi. 4), and progressively sanctified. 

It was on his resurrection that Christ was constituted “ the 
Son of God with power.” On this Sonship as man, it may indeed 
be objected, that he previously entered when he first “became 
flesh,” according to the words of the angel to his mother: “ The 
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest 
shall overshadow thee: therefore also that holy thing that shall 
be born of thee shall be called the Son of God” (Luke i. 35). 
But it was “ the likeness of sinful flesh,” of our fallen nature 
with all its weakness, and liability to temptation and death, that 
he then assumed. Then only he became “the Son of God with 
power,” when he rose as “the first-born from the dead” 
(Colos. i. 18). 

The correctness of this view is confirmed by the beautiful 
analogy thus seen to exist between the Head and the members. 
Christ’s initiatory Sonship has its parallel in that still imperfect 
sonship to which believers are born while here in the flesh. 
“ Beloved, now are we the sons of God,” but “ it doth not yet 
appear what we shall be; but we know that when he appears we 
shall be like him, for we shal! see him as he is” (1 John iii. 2). 
“He that raised up Christ from the dead shall also quicken our 
mortal bodies by his Spirit” (Rom. viii. 11), bestowing on us 
the full “‘ adoption, to wit, the redemption of our body ”’ (viii. 23). 
Then only, on our resurrection, shall we become in the full 
sense “sons of God,” exactly as to our Head, the decree of 
Psalm ii. 7, “Thou art my Son; this day have I begotten thee,” 
was fulfilled (see Acts xiii. 33) on that morning that God 
quickened him and raised him up from the grave as “ the first- 
begotten of the dead,” and “the first-born among many 
brethren.” 

It was necessary thus fully to examine this passage of the 
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Epistle to the Romans. Had Dr. Alford’s interpretation been 
correct, that “the Spirit of holiness,” as contrasted with Christ’s 
*‘ flesh,” here referred not to the Holy Spirit, but to Christ’s 
own divine nature, the presumption would have been that the 
same interpretation must hold good in 1 Pet. iii. 18. The pre- 
sumption, we now see, is all the other way. Not only does 
Scripture represent Christ as doing all things, in his mediatorial 
capacity, through the same Holy Spirit on whom he bids his fol- 
lowers depend, but in him, as in them, the Spirit, when opposed 
to the flesh, denotes, according to Scripture usage, not the 
quickened spirit, but the Holy Spirit the Quickener. The weak- 
ness of the flesh is contrasted with the power of the Spirit. 

We conclude, therefore, that “the Spirit” in 1 Pet. iii. 18 
denotes the Holy Spirit; and that, so far as the antithesis of 
the flesh and the spiri/ is concerned, the whole expression “being 
put to death in the flesh and quickened in the Spirit ” is equiva- 
lent to 2 Cor. xiii. 4: *‘ He was crucified through weakness [of 
the flesh], €& do@eveias, yet he liveth through the power of God,” 
éx duvdpews Ocod. 

2. Neither is Dr. A. more successful in his grammatical 
than in his theological argument: “ Being put to death in the 
flesh, but quickened dy the Spirit.” ‘‘ The rendering of the 
English version here, ‘by the Spirit’ (he objects), is wrong 
grammatically.” 

True, the datives, capxi, rveduatt, must both be explained 
in the same way; but the objection from the change of pre- 
position in English is more apparent than real, and arises from 
the difficulty of always finding an expression that has the same 
latitude of meaning in one language that it has inanother. The 
dative in Greek here expresses the mode,’ and answers to the 
question, How? How was he put to death? How quickened? 
The answer might be rendered, “in the flesh,” “in the Spirit ;” 
being almost equivalent to the adverbs of manner, “ carnally,” 
“ spiritually ;” or, as to the flesh, in as far as relates to the 
flesh [as an actuating principle] he was put to death; as ¢o the 
Spirit, in as far as relates to the Spirit, he was quickened./ 

We seem thus to be shut up to the common interpretation 





¢ See Jelf’s Greek Grammar, vol. ii. p. 252, 2 603, ‘‘ The mode or manner, or 
wherein anything takes place, is in the dative.” 

f In some cases “the use of the dative is little different from that of the 
adverb of manner.”—Dr. Donaldson’s smaller Greek Grammar, 2 457. 

s Since Dr. Alford lays so much stress on the grammatical argument (which 
we blame only in its excess, when made to overrule higher considerations), we 
wonder that the words immediately following rvedyuat: in iii. 19, ev ¢ sc. mvedpart, 
did not remind him that év mveduar: almost uniformly in the New Testament 
refers to the Holy Spirit. 
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of this passage, according to which, just as in Eph. ii. 17, it is 
said of Christ that he “came and preached [not by himself, but 
by his apostles] to you which were afar off and to them that 
were nigh,” so here it is said that he “ went and preached [by 
the instrumentality of Noah] to the spirits [now] in prison, 
formerly disobedient, azrev@ncaci tore, in the days of Noah.” 

This view seems alone consistent with the argument of the 
apostle. He is concerned to shew that the quickening in the 
Spirit is commensurate with the voluntary dying in the flesh. 
So was it with Christ ; so it is with those to whom he preaches. 
In that Spirit before, possessed in part by anticipation, he “went, 
mopevOéis, and preached ” through Noah to the antediluvians, 
but with how little success !' “few, that is, eight souls being 
saved ” thereby in the ark. In that Spirit now he “ is gone, 
mopevOéis, into heaven ”’ (ver. 22), but with mightily increased 
influence, acquired “ by the resurrection of Jesus Christ ” (ver. 
21), all power being given unto him in heaven and in earth, 
now that he “is on the right hand of God—angels, and autho- 
rities, and powers being made subject unto him” (ver. 22), so 
that he can shed forth the Spirit abundantly on his followers, 
and endow them with power from on high. But for the suc- 
cessful accomplishment of this, their experience must correspond. 
If their spirits are to be quickened by the Spirit of God, they 
must be ready to suffer voluntarily with Christ even unto death, 
lest, if separated involuntarily from their bodies, their spirits 
become, too, “ spirits in prison,” “ delivered into chains of dark- 
ness to be reserved unto judgment.” 

St. Peter’s argument accordingly appears to be: “ You have 
a double motive not to fear suffering voluntarily unto death in 
the flesh. The Spirit acquired by Christ is now more powerful 
than formerly to save, and the example of Christ instructs you 
in the blessed effects of such suffering.” 

There are two remarkable ideas which this view attributes 
to St. Peter. Its correctness is confirmed by our finding both 
familiar to the apostle, and combined in another passage. These 
two ideas are— 


1. That the Spirit, though purchased by Christ’s sufferings 








* That in Christ’s preaching to the spirits in prison the apostle had in view 
his preaching not personally, but by his Spirit through Noah as his servant, to 
whom so little heed was given, that but ‘eight souls were saved” in the ark, 
seems evident by his distinct allusion to the same fact in his second epistle, 
“God saved Noah, tke eighth person, a preacher of righteousness” (2 Pet. ii. 5). 

‘ His spirit not having power to quicken the Spirits of that corrupt genera- 
tion and emancipate them from the bondage of the flesh, so that they are now 
“spirits in prison,” awaiting the judgment of the great day, the flesh then over- 
powering the Spirit, as he himself complained, ‘‘ My Spirit shall not always 
strive with man, for that he also is flesh” (Gen. vi. 3). 
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and death, was yet his before, by anticipation, to confer on his 
servants. 

2. That, nevertheless, this Spirit was then comparatively 
powerless to what it now is, since he rose from the dead. 

Both ideas are found combined in 1 Pet. i. 11, 12, and 
have reference to the same subject, “the sufferings of Christ,” 
and the beneficial results that should follow from these sufferings, 
“Of which salvation the prophets have enquired and searched 
diligently, who prophesied of the grace that should come unto 
you, searching what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ 
which was in them did signify, when it testified beforehand the 
sufferings of Christ, and the glories that should follow. Unto 
whom it was revealed, that not unto themselves, but unto us, 
they did minister the things which are now reported unto you, 
with the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven.” 

1. It was “ the Spirit of Christ which was in ” the prophets 
of old, and by which they spake; just as here, in iii. 19, it was 
the Spirit of Christ that spake in Noah. 

2. So dimly and imperfectly, nevertheless, did the Spirit 
then enlighten the prophets, that, though they “enquired and 
searched diligently what, or what manner of time the Spirit 
of Christ which was in them did signify, when it testified before- 
hand the sufferings of Christ and the glories that should follow,” 
they understood neither the nature nor the end of these suf- 
ferings. It was revealed unto them only “ that not unto them- 
selves, but unto us, they did minister ” these things. But now 
the design of these sufferings relating to Christ, ra eis Xpuorov 
(both those which he should endure in himself and in his 
members), and the glorious results that should accrue from their 
endurance in quickening him and those that are his, lie clearly 
open to us by the greater enlightenment and influence of the 
Spirit acquired by Christ, by which he has inspired them that 
have preached the Gospel unto you, by “the Holy Ghost sent 
down from heaven.” 

Before concluding, we would add a few words of caution to 
Biblical students against another faulty practice of German 
commentators and their followers in this country, of laying un- 
due stress on mere esthetic considerations, such as difference of 
style, peculiarities of expression, arrangement, etc., in judging 
of the authorship, date, or originality of writings. All such 
judgments at best are so dependent upon individuality of taste 
and feeling, that but little reliance can be placed upon them. 

We have a striking instance of their fallaciousness in the 
erroneous conclusion (as we think it can clearly be proved to 
be) at which Dean Alford, in common with almost all the latest 
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commentators, has arrived in determining the question of the 
priority of the epistles of 2 Peter and Jude. So great is the 
similarity between the two epistles, that there can be no doubt 
that the one writer saw and used the text of the other. Dr. 
Alford conceives that he can “ascertain by inspection which 
text bears the air of being the free outflow of the first thought, 
which the working up of the other ;” and pronounces with un- 
doubting confidence, from comparison of several parallel pas- 
sages, that St. Peter’s must be the borrowed, St. Jude’s the 
original composition. The conclusion of his argumentation is 
rather amusing. Instead of treating at length every separate 
verse, he says, “I shall only remark, that as we pass on through 
2 Pet. ii. 12 ff., while this view of the priority of St. Jude is at 
every step confirmed, we derive some interesting notices of the 
way in which the passage in our epistle [2 Peter] has been 
composed, viz., by the apostle having in his thoughts the passage 
in St. Jude, and adapting such portions of it as the Spirit guided 
him to see fit, taking sometimes the mere sound of St. Jude’s 
words to express a different thought ; sometimes, as we saw 
above, contracting and omitting, sometimes expanding and in- 
serting, as suited his purpose.” Why, if St. Peter sometimes 
contracts and sometimes expands what had been said by St. Jude, 
sometimes omits and sometimes inserts, and any inference what- 
ever as to the priority of either is deduced from such cases, who 
does not see that the argument in each instance may be reversed, 
and that the converse to Dr. Alford’s inference may, with equal 
force and justice, be maintained? Thus he says, “ In verse 1], 
St. Jude, fervidly borne along in his impassioned invective, 
collects together three instances of Old Testament transgressors, 
to all of whom he compares those whom he is stigmatizing. 
They were murderers like Cain, covetous like Balaam, rebellious 
like Korah. But out of these, St. Peter, dealing with false 
teachers, whom he is comparing with the false prophets of old, 
selects Balaam only, and goes at length (verses 15, 16) into his 
sin and his rebuke. Can any one persuade us that in the im- 
petuous whirlwind of Jude’s invective, he adopted and abridged 
the example furnished by St. Peter, prefixing and adding those 
of Cain and Korah ?” 

Why not? we ask. What more natural in “impassioned 
invective”? than terseness and condensation of expression, or 
heaping instance upon instance of odious comparisons, when 
desiring to “ stigmatize ” and overwhelm an adversary ? 

But even supposing we could, by such precarious arguments, 
succeed in deciding to general satisfaction to which epistle the 
palm of originality is due, still we feel constrained to inquire, 
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Cui bono? What real light have we thereby gained for the 
elucidation of either writing? We have wasted our energies in 
trying to resolve a question of mere curiosity ; but the deeper 
and more important question has not been touched, which we 
had expected, from the heading of Dr. Alford’s section, to find 
discussed: What is the real “relation between this epistle 
[of 2 Peter] and that of Jude?” What so urgent reason in- 
duced the later writer, instead of communicating any new in- 
struction of his own, merely to repeat with slight modifications, 
and to enforce at so great length, what had already been equally 
well said by his brother apostle? Surely the occasion which 
called for so singular a proceeding must lie upon the very 
surface. Accordingly a comparison of the two epistles, insti- 
tuted with this end in view, discovers to us, we think, at once 
with certainty, which epistle preceded, and which followed up 
the exhortations of the other. Reading the epistles in the order 
adopted by the Church, we find first, in 2 Peter, warnings ad- 
dressed by him to the converts, to guard against the perils to 
their faith soon about to arise: ‘“ But there were false prophets 
also among the people, even as there shall be (écovraz) false 
teachers among you, who privily shad/ bring in damnable heresies, 
even denying the Master that bought them,” kai tov wyopdcavta 
avtovs Seamotnv apvovpevot. Turning, then, to the opening 
words of St. Jude, we find the reason which he assigns for his 
writing and exhorting “earnestly to contend for the faith which 
was once delivered unto the saints” (ver. 3) to be (ver. 4), “ For 
there are certain men crept in unawares (trapevoéducav yap), who 
were before of old ordained to this condemnation, ungodly men, 
turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness, and denying our 
only Master and Lord, Jesus Christ,” «al rov povov Seamrorny Kal 
Kvpiov nuav "Inoodv Xpictov apvodpevor. Can we fail to see 
that the danger against which St. Peter had raised his warning 
voice has now actually arrived, and forms the inciting cause 
which forces St. Jude to take up the pen? “ The false teachers 
of whom my brother Peter warned you that they ‘shall be,’” is 
St. Jude’s exhortation, “have [now] crept in unawares.” 
“ While, therefore, long cherishing a strong desire to write to 
you (racav orrovdny Trovwovpevos ypadhew tuiv—observe the tenses 
of incomplete or continuing action) concerning the common faith, 
I felt it a necessity (avdyxnv éoyov), now that they have appeared, 
to write unto you (ypdwaz), and exhort you that ye should ear- 
nestly contend for the faith which was once delivered unto the 
saints (ver. 3). Now you have doubly need of caution to guard 
against being ensnared and carried away by their impious de- 
lusions.” And then, in a fervid strain of “ impassioned invec- 
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tive,” borrowing, and enforcing by repetition, the very descrip- 
tions and often words of St. Peter, that his readers might 
compare and mark their striking correspondence to these de- 
ceivers, he denounces their errors of doctrine and practice, and 
the fearful judgments that must overtake them, and all that 
gave them heed. 

Finally, as if to mark out to the future ages of the Church 
the true order of both epistles, and to prevent the very mistake 
into which so many commentators have fallen, St. Jude refers, 
in the most distinct terms, to St. Peter, in ver. 17: “ But, 
beloved, remember ye the words which were spoken before of 
the apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ (alluding also, along with 
St. Peter, to ‘our beloved brother Paul,’ in such passages as 
1 Tim. iv. 1; 2 Tim. iii. 1; 2 Thess. ii. 3—12; Acts xx. 29, 30), 
how that they told you there should be scoffers in the last time 
(Gumatxra, the same word as that used by St. Peter, though 
our translators have injudiciously changed the rendering into 
‘mockers’ in St. Jude), who should walk after their own ungodly 
lusts” (cata tas éavrav émiOuplas mopevopevor TaY doeBedv). 
The reference is to 2 Pet. iii. 3: “‘ Knowing this first, that there 
shall come in the last days scoffers, walking after their own 
lusts” (€umraixras cata Tas iSias adrav ériOuplas Tropevdpevot). 
It seems impossible to doubt which of these two passages was 
written first, which subsequently. St. Peter speaks of what shall 
be, St. Jude of what now is; for he immediately adds, “These 
are they who separate themselves (of azrodvopifovres, ‘these are 
the men who [now] are exciting separation and causing schism’ 
—Bloomfield), sensual, having not the Spirit ” (ver. 19). 

Let us advert to one of the instructive results that flow from 
establishing the true relation between the two epistles. 

“ The last days” spoken of by St. Peter (2 Pet. iii. 3) had, 
according to St. Jude (verses 4, 18) arrived, at least in the 
proximate fulfilment of the prophecy—“ the last days ” in which 
there should come “scoffers walking after their own lusts, and 
saying, Where is the promise of his coming?” “The day of 
the Lord ”’ was at hand, which would ‘‘ come as a thief in the 
night ” (2 Pet. iii. 10), “even as our beloved brother Paul also, 
according to the wisdom given unto him, hath written unto you” 
(ii. 15. Compare 1 Thess. v. 2: “For yourselves know per- 
fectly that the day of the Lord so cometh as a thief in the night,” 
viz., from Christ’s own words of warning, Matt. xxiv. 43, where 
“the last days” of the Jewish dispensation and the Lord’s 
coming in judgment on Jerusalem form in like manner the fore- 
ground and type of the more distant fulfilment of the prophecy), 
“in the which the heavens shall pass away with a great noise, 
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and the elements shall melt with fervent heat; the earth, also, 
and the works that are therein shall be burnt up” (2 Pet. iii. 10). 

Strong as these expressions are, and only to be exhausted 
in their full meaning by the final coming of the Lord, they were 
still, according to St. Jude, now on the very eve of being verified, 
as a first instalment of the prophecy, in the day of judgment 
coming on the Jewish world, when its “sun should be darkened, 
and its moon no longer give her light,” and all the ruling powers 
of its firmament in Church and State should be shaken. This 
was in strict accordance with what our Lord himself had said: 
“ Verily I say unto you, This generation shall not pass, till all 
these things be fulfilled” (Matt. xxiv. 34) ; that is, on a first 
and lower stage. 

The last knell of the Jewish State had rung. St. Jude re- 
ferred his readers back to the words “spoken before of the 
apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ” (ver. 17), alluding, along 
with St. Peter’s, to other passages, such as those of “ our beloved 
brother Paul,” 1 Tim. iv. 1; 2 Tim. iii. 1; 2 Thess. ii. 3—12; 
Acts xx. 29, 30. St. Peter again refers his readers back to “ the 
words which were spoken before by the holy prophets” (2 Pet. 
iii. 2), referring specially to Malachi, as will be evident on com- 
parison. Malachi had reproached the unbelievers of his day 
with wearying the Lord by asking, “ Where is the God of judg- 
ment?” (ii. 17,) and assured them that, notwithstanding, “the 
Lord shall suddenly come to his temple: behold, he shall come, 
saith the Lord of hosts” (Mal. iii. 1). So St. Peter warns his 
readers “that there shall come in the last days scoffers, saying, 
Where is the promise of his coming?” (2 Pet. iii. 4.) The 
effects of his coming are then described by Malachi as penetrating 
and searching as fire: “ But who may abide the day of his 
coming? and who shall stand when he appeareth? for he is 
like a refiner’s fire” (iii. 2), “For, behold, the day cometh 
that shall burn as an oven; and all the proud, yea, and all that 
do wickedly shall be as stubble; and the day that cometh shall 
burn them up, saith the Lord of hosts, that it shall leave them 
neither root nor branch” (iv. 1). In terms borrowed from the 
same figure, St. Peter describes the effects of the Lord’s coming 
as purifying all things by fire. ‘The day of the Lord will come 
as a thief in the night, in the which the heavens shall pass away 
with a great noise, and the elements shall melt with fervent 
heat ; the earth, also, and the works that are therein, shall be 
burnt up ” (2 Pet. ii. 10). 

We see here how pregnant and comprehensive is the figura- 
tive language of Scripture, and how admirably adapted to de- 
scribe all the successive cycles of development of God’s great 
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scheme of providence; and much light is thus thrown on the 
nature of prophecy, as involving progressive and “ germinating” 
fulfilments, each succeeding fulfilment ever rising in grandeur 
and completeness above the preceding. “The coming of the 
Lord,” as described by St. Peter, points evidently, by the mag- 
nificence of the terms selected, to the final advent and consum- 
mation of all things, so much so that this coming alone has been 
attended to by the majority of commentators; but as we see by 
comparison with St. Jude, was intended to include also “ the 
coming of the Son of man in the clouds of heaven with power 
and great glory” (Matt. xxiv. 30) in judgment upon his un- 
believing countrymen, before that generation “should pass ” 
away (ver. 34) which had rejected his offers of mercy. 

There is a designed obscurity and generality of description 
in the language of prophecy, calculated to preserve the Church 
always in an attitude of constant watching and waiting for the 
development of God’s purposes. Every prophecy embodies some 
great principle which finds its fulfilment and exemplification on 
every recurring combination of the same circumstances to which 
it refers. Thus at each successive stage of the Church’s pro- 
gress, while the final advent of the Lord is kept in view when 
“the mystery of God shall be finished” (Rev. x. 7), still each 
generation has a more immediate coming of the Lord to judg- 
ment held up before it, for which it must watch and wait. To 
the contemporaries of Malachi, this coming would appear to be 
nearer than it really was, and would be identified in their 
minds with the Lord’s first coming in the flesh, since the 
human “ messenger” (John the Baptist) is represented as first 
coming, and then “ the Lord ” himself “suddenly comes to his 
temple,” and “ sits as a refiner and purifier of silver” (Mal. iii. 
1—3): “ Behold, I will send you Elijah the prophet before the 
coming of the great and dreadful day of the Lord” (iv. 5). But 
when the Lord appeared, the time is again prolonged, and a 
short respite granted for repentance, not more distant, however, 
than was sufficient to keep all in apprehension of the great 
crisis. ‘‘ Verily I say unto you, This generation shall not pass 
till all these things be fulfilled” (Matt. xxiv. 34). “ There be 
some standing here which shall not taste of death, till they see 
the Son of man coming in his kingdom ” (Matt. xvi. 28). “If 
I will that he [John the Evangelist] tarry till I come, what is 
that to thee?” (John xxi. 22) This consideration gives a point 
and pertinency to many of the exhortations contained in the 
epistles which they want otherwise. ‘ Exhorting one another : 
and so much the more, as ye see the day approaching” (Heb. x. 
25). “ Let your moderation be known unto all a. The 
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Lord is at hand” (Phil. iv. 5). “ Be patient therefore, brethren, 
unto the coming of the Lord” (James v. 7). “ Stablish your 
hearts: for the coming of the Lord draweth nigh” (James v. 8). 
“ Little children, it ts the last time: and as ye have heard that 
Antichrist shall come, even now are there many Antichrists ; 
whereby we know that é¢ is the last time” (1 John ii. 18). 

Is then the necessity for this watching for the coming of the 
Lord as nigh at hand now changed, since the judgment on the 
Jewish Church for their unbelief? and a whole millennium, as 
usually interpreted, to be interposed between us and the next 
coming of our Lord? We cannot think so. The attitude in 
which the Lord would still, as ever, have his Church to be, is one 
of constant expectation, “ looking for and hasting unto the coming 
of the day of God ” (2 Pet. iii. 12). “ The mystery of iniquity” 
had already begun to work even in St. Paul’s day. “ And now 
ye know,” says he, “what withholdeth that he [‘the man of 
sin,’ ‘the son of perdition,’ ver. 3] might be revealed in his time ;” 
but “ he who now letteth will let, until he be taken out of the 
way: and then shall that Wicked be revealed, whom the Lord 
shall consume with the spirit of his mouth, and shall destroy 
with the brightness of his coming ” (2 Thess. ii. 6—8). This 
“wicked” or lawless one, 6 dvoyos, is, we believe, by almost 
all commentators identified with Antichrist, and his destruction 
regarded as contemporaneous with that of “the beast” out of 
the sea, and “the false prophet” (Rev. xii. 1, 11, and xvi. 18). 
But these last are to be destroyed before the millennium. All 
the adversaries of the Lamb are previously to be gathered to- 
gether to “the battle of the great day of God Almighty” 
(Rev. xvi. 14), the doom of Babylon to be sealed (chap. xviii.), 
and the beast and the false prophet taken and “ cast alive into a 
lake of fire burning with brimstone” (chap. xix. 20, compared 
with xx. 4); Christ’s coming, therefore, to execute these judg- 
ment on the enemies of his kingdom, must be prior to the 
millennium. It may be disputed whether this coming is to be 
a personal one, or only providential, like the Lord’s coming in 
judgment on Jerusalem. But that a coming of the Lord, and 
a bright and glorious one, is to precede the millennium, seems 
to be by these Scriptures placed beyond question. 

The events to which we have referred are not coincident with 
the final day of judgment; they precede it by a long period of 
time. They are the precursors of the grand and glorious period 
of the Church to which all the prophets have taught us to look 
forward, when “they shall not hurt nor destroy in all God's 
holy mountain,” but “ the earth shall be full of the knowledge 
of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea” (Isa. xi. 9), when the 
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Lord shall set his hand again the second time to recover the 
remnant of his people, “ which shall be left from Assyria and from 
Egypt, and from the islands of the sea” (ver. 11), when “all 
Israel shall be saved ;” and as the casting away of them was “ the 
reconciling of the world,” so “shall the receiving of them be 
life from the dead,” quickening and renewing all who come in 
contact with them (Rom. xi. 15). 

To this coming, therefore, let us have our minds and hearts 
ever directed, giving all diligence, that we may be found “ blame- 
less in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ,” seeing that we “ come 
behind in no gift, waiting for the coming of our Lord Jesus 
Christ ” (1 Cor. i.7, 8). 

Edinburgh. J. F. 








ON THE PARABLES OF THE NEW TESTAMENT. 


Cuaprer I.—On tHe PaRraBLes IN GENERAL. 


Tue parables of the New Testament, like everything excellent, 
have sometimes been perverted by erroneous interpretations, to 
authorize opinions the very reverse of those intended to be 
expressed by their Divine Author. They have also been made 
a frequent subject of infidel attack, both by cavillings as to the 
expediency of the general plan of parabolical instruction, and in 
cases where erroneous interpretation has afforded a pretence for 
such attacks, not contained in the veritable sense of the Scrip- 
tures. 

The infidel objection to the general system is founded ona 
hasis as plausible as it is shallow. The Evangelist informs us 
that Jesus “spake to the people in parables, and without a 
parable spake he not unto them; and when they were alone, he 
expounded all things to his disciples.’ To this the sceptic 
objects, that if the disciples themselves needed that the parables 
should be explained to them, to the people (the uninstructed 
multitudes) they must have been totally unprofitable. Their 
fancy might be excited, their ears amused, their time occupied, 
in an agreeable manner (as when multitudes assembled in the 
early days of Methodism to listen to the suspected doctrines, 
and high-flown enthusiasm of Whitefield and his followers), but 
of solid instruction they could derive no particle. 

“So much (exclaim the pupils of Voltaire and Diderot, of 
Hume and of Gibbon) for the parables as a system; when we 
come to examine particular parables, the matter, far from im- 
proving, becomes more inextricably perplexed. From the 
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parable of the unjust steward, the Christian school of moralists 
has deduced two propositions; which have each acquired the 
currency of a proverb, and yet each of them is directly opposed 
to the other. ‘ Make yourselves friends of the mammon of un- 
righteousness,’ says the Christian when he courts the friendship 
of a wealthy but unjust man: ‘ Ye cannot serve God. and 
Mammon,’ says the same Christian, when (his advances towards 
the worldly rich man having been repelled) he wishes to cover 
his defeat under the shelter of a proverb.” How ill-grounded 
these sceptical objections are will appear in the sequel. To 
understand the parables, we must take a general view of the 
origin of this peculiar mode of instruction. It is essentially 
Asiatic, and could scarcely, under any ordinary circumstances, 
have had its birth in Europe. A Greek or Roman, if he had 
wished to strengthen precept by example, would in public 
matters have deduced his examples from history; in private, 
from the faults or virtues of his friends and acquaintance. We 
set aside altogether the example of Menenius and his “ Fable of 
the Belly,” because at that time Phrygia had taught both Greece 
and Latium to amuse their infancy with its instructive apologues. 
Neither, in private life, do we attach any importance to Horace’s 
story of “The Town and the Country Mouse,” because this was 
merely an European adoption of an Asiatic mode of expression ; 
and the same Horace informs us that when his father anxiously 
instructed his infant years, he had recourse, not to fable, but to 
the living examples of the people around them: _ 


** Insuevit pater optimus hoc me, 
Ut fugerem exemplis vitiorum queeque notando.” 


** Sic me 
Formabat puerum dictis: et sive jubebat 
Ut facerem quid, Habes aucto rem quo facias hoc; 
Unum ex judicibus selectis objiciebat: 
Sive vetebat, An hoc inhonestum et inutile factu, 
Nec ne sit, addubites, flagret rumore malo cum, 
Hic atque ille ?” 


This is the genuine mode in which Europe naturally teaches 
both its children and its men. 

It is not therefore in Europe that the parable could have 
originated ; but in Asia its birth was almost inevitable. The 
Orientals (like the rest of the world) wished to give ethical 
lessons; but they could neither appeal for examples to history 
nor to biography, nor to ordinary life. A good history does not 
exist in any language of any part of Asia, west of China. 
Besides, it is rarely indeed in oriental history that we can depend 
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on the veracity of the historian. No one dares to write the 
authentic history of any Eastern monarch till the dynasty to 
which he belonged has crumbled to the dust. If a history is 
cotemporary, its facts are coloured and perverted. If it is 
written after the dynasty is overthrown, the truth is no longer 
recollected, and the very origin of that dynasty is a mystery. 
It is not to history then that the ethical Oriental could refer for 
instruction. As to biography, let any one read the life of Hafiz, 
in the pages of Daulet Shah, and he will find the best part of it 
a dull jest of the poet in reply to a fierce expostulation of Timur. 
Nor was it possible for an eastern father to instruct his son 
from living examples like the father of Horace. He needed 
only to make free with the character of persons in power to 
repent his imprudence under the sword of the executioner ; nor 
could he point out the bad life of a criminal inferior to himself 
in worldly station, without incurring the risk of an assassination. 
Thus curbed in from all free and open expression of their 
thoughts, the eastern sages had recourse to types, instead of 
direct examples, and veiled their instructions in dark sayings and 
recondite allegories. Driven from the haunts of men when 
they sought for moral examples, they had recourse to the woods 
and the plains. They compelled the savage inhabitants of the 
wilderness to read moral lessons to the youth of Asia. The dens 
of wild beasts became the Stoa of the East, the forests its 
Academy, the fountain-gushing rock its Lyceum. The groves 
were peopled at the will of philosophy with animali parlanti ; 
and a fabulous world arose, in which the lion represented the 
Sultan ; the ox, the jackal, or the bear, his vizier (according as 
it might be necessary to portray the monarch, as mild and bene- 
ficent, crafty and treacherous, or cruel and tyrannical) ; while the 
court of the sovereign of the wealds was filled with the inferior 
animals, whose intrigues or sufferings formed the basis of the 
story. 

The fable seems first to have originated in India, the mother- 
seat of all eastern philosophy and science. It was probably 
thence borrowed by the Assyrians, and spread by them over 
every partof the East. The Asiatic Greeks found it in Phrygia, 
and it quickly spread over Hellenic land. The Doric colonies 
carried it to Magna Grecia, the Pelasgic to Etruria. At alater 
period, long after the Christian era, we find it a second time 
emerging from India, whence the fables known as those of 
Bidpay were borrowed by the Persians, and from them by the 
Arabians ; as they are still preserved, with Arabic plainness in 
the Kalilah-wa-Dimnah, and, with the most beautiful flowers of 
Persian diction, in the Anwari-Soheili of Hussein Vaez. With 














104 On the Parables of the New Testament. (October, 


this latter importation we have no concern except so far as it 
may induce us to attach credit to the earlier obligation of 
western Asia to India in the old Assyrian times for its know- 
ledge of the mythic sciences. 

The Chamo-Semitic nations, or that part of the population of 
western Asia (partly the offspring of Cham, or partly of Shem) 
who spoke the “language of triliteral roots” in its various 
dialects, were at an earlier period familiar with the apologue to 
which they gave the name of similitude; Mashal in Hebrew, 
and Mathia in the Aramean dialects— words of the same mean- 
ing as the Greek zrapaBon, or parable. 

We find, from the apologue of Jotham to the people of 
Shechem, that the Israelites used the parable on important occa- 
sions as familiarly as Menenius with the insurgents of Rome; 
and we may collect from this that it has, in all ages, and among 
all people, been deemed one of the best modes of appealing to 
the passions and even to the understanding of men, even in their 
most turbulent moods. When it would be hopeless to induce 
them to listen to argument, their reason may still be touched 
through their fancy, by means of an ingenious and picturesque 
fable. With equal felicity was it made the medium of grave 
rebuke and severe irony by the Abrahamic nations. For this 
purpose kings did not disdain to use it. When the vile Amaziah, 
King of Judah, had obtained a victory over Edom—in which he 
used the most execrable cruelty to the conquered—the unbeliev- 
ing idolatrous king sent messengers to Jehoash, King of Israel, 
to request that they might “look one another in the face”—a 
Hebraism for meeting at the head of their armies in a field of 
battle. The king of the ¢en tribes, incensed at this challenge 
from the king of two, replied, with trenchant severity, in the 
well-known Mashal :— 

Mi60;.— The thistle that was in Lebanon sent to the cedar 
that was in Lebanon, saying, ‘ Give thy daughter to my son for 
wife ;’ and there passed by a wild beast that was in Lebanon, 
and trod down the thistle.” 

"Eripvdvov.—“ Thou has indeed smitten Edom, and thy 
heart hath lifted thee up; glory in this and tarry at home ; for 
why shouldst thou meddle to thy hurt, that thou shouldst fall, 
even thou, and Judah with thee ?” 

Such was the honoured condition of the parable among the 
descendants of Abraham before the time of the Babylonian 
captivity, and the Talmud will bear evidence that the Jewish 
traditionists had not lost but had rather refined this agreeable 
mode of composition during their residence in Babylon. 

In the time of our Saviour, the avidity with which the 
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people of Galilee and Juda listened to his incomparable 
parables, will shew us how familiar the Math/a must then have 
been to the Jewish mind. And thus we come to the sceptical 
objection, ‘‘ Why did Jesus, if he were really the Messiah, address 
the people in parables which amused them, but which it is 
admitted they did not understand.” To reply to this, we must 
thoroughly comprehend the condition of the Jews at the 
time when the Messiah first commenced his brief course of 
public instruction. They were then divided into three principal 
sects ; one philosophic, that of the Essenes; and two religious, 
those of the Sadducees and Pharisees. The latter are usually 
treated as the orthodox, and the former as the heterodox sect. 
This is, we think, a grave mistake, and a complete inversion of 
their proper positions as followers of the Mosaic law. The 
Pharisees (as we have endeavoured to shew in a previous 
number’) were no more followers of Moses than the modern 
Mohammedans are followers of that prophet; nor are any of the 
modern Talmudic Jews (probably nine-tenths of the whole 
Jewish race) any more followers of Moses than they are followers 
of Mohammed. The predecessors of the Pharisees had invented 
a religion of their own, under the name of the “ Traditions,” 
which they openly preferred to the written law of Moses, on 
which it professed to be an oral comment; and the whole object 
of which was (as our Saviour testifies that its certain result was) 
to render the law of Moses “ of no effect.”” Yet the opinions of 
a sect (whose doctrines abrogated the law of Moses) are too 
hastily treated by many Christian divines as the orthodox 
Judaism of the times immediately antecedent to Christ. 

The Sadducees, whose modern descendants are the Karaite 
Jews, adhered to the written law of Moses and rejected the 
traditions. But, it is said, they disbelieved in a future state and 
rejected the angels. As to the former objection, we have already 
replied to it in the number of this Journal alluded to; and as to 
the latter, there appears to be a misapprehension on that point. 
Believing in the law, it is impossible that they could have denied 
the ministration of angels which is openly asserted by the law. 
They denied only, and were justified in denying, and bound to 
deny, the apocryphal hierarchy of angels whom the Jews had 
brought with them from Babylon; the earth-born progeny of 
the traditions, an angelic choir as fabulous as the gods of 
heathendom, with whose names and offices the Rabbins pretended 
to be perfectly acquainted, but who were as much the children 





“See “A Critical Enquiry into the Course of the Exodus.”—Journal of 
Sacred Literature, No. XX1., p. 8. 
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‘as the Rabbins themselves were the fathers of imposture. It 
appears therefore a very dangerous error to assert that the 
Pharisees, or their predecessors, the Chasidim, were the orthodox 
sect of the Jews; nor is it wise or prudent to contend that the 
Sadducees (though we, as Christians, know that they held very 
erroneous opinions in points on which the Mosaic law had not 
enlightened them) were properly an heterodox sect, so long as 
the law subsisted, or till John, the Precursor, commenced his 
mission at the Jordan; at which great era the Law terminated 
and the Gospel commenced. 

The Pharisees then were unquestionably heretics; but they, 
the Chasidim (their predecessors), and the Rabbins, the doctors 
of both, had completely reorganized and revolutionized the whole 
Jewish people. The traditions delighted the Jews as much as 
the outward austerity of the Pharisees captivated them. When 
the new prophet, Jesus of Nazareth, a native of a place from 
which they thought it absurd that any prophet should arise, 
made his appearance at the age of thirty as a public teacher of 
religion in Galilee, and the people began to turn to Him as the 
expected Messiah, the Pharisees were naturally the first to view 
his advent with eager curiosity. Was he of their sect? Did he 
aspire to excel Gamaliel as a teacher of the traditions? If so, 
they might possibly have encouraged him; but they knew this 
to be impossible. A doctor of the traditions could only be 
formed from the oral teaching of a doctor of the traditions. At 
that time it was deemed blasphemous to commit the traditions 
to writing, though the Jewish doctors afterwards broke through 
the fundamental rule and vital principle of the traditions when 
it suited their convenience. They knew that Jesus of Nazareth 
had studied under no oracle of the traditional law; they could 
not trace out by inquiry how he ever acquired the ordinary 
accomplishments of reading and writing. Their only course, 
therefore, was to watch him closely, and discover what were his 
pretensions and the doctrines by which they were inculcated, 
and the learning by which they were supported. ‘Their first 
enquiries filled them at once with rage and horror. The new 
prophet openly trampled on the traditions. Jesus and his dis- 
ciples sat down to meat with unwashed hands, and they observed 
the Sabbath according to the law, but not according to the tradi- 
tions of the Rabbins. The whole influence of the Pharisees with 
the people, their very existence as a sect, were here threatened. 
There needed no more to induce the Pharisees to vow the 
destruction of the “carpenter’s son,” which they afterwards 
(humanly speaking) accomplished, little deeming that, in this, 
they were merely the unconscious instruments of a higher power. 
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They now watched every step of the Prophet of Nazareth 
with the strictest attention. They laid ambushes for him wherever 
he directed his steps; they hypocritically applied to him with 
insidious questions when he taught the multitudes of Galilee ; 
and their great object was to convince the people that he syste- 
watically violated the Sabbath and the Law, as they interpreted 
it, and to make him avow that he was the Messiah or expected 
King of the Jews, in order that they might denounce him to the 
Romans as guilty of treason towards the majesty of the purple. 

But never was sectarian venom more completely baffled than 
that of the Pharisees for a considerable period. When they 
presented themselves before Jesus of Nazareth, they were 
received with a scorn which the Roman Emperor would scarcely 
have displayed to them, for the Jews, the oldest allies of the 
Romans in the East, had not as yet become perfectly obnoxious 
tothem. They were taunted with their gross hypocrisy, with 
their secret violations of the spirit of the law, with their avarice, 
with their cruelty, with all the crimes of which their secret con- 
sciences told them they were guilty. They were termed a 
“generation of vipers ;”’ and, though their lips repelled the 
appellation, their hearts perhaps admitted that it was too truly 
applied. But with all this for a long time they could obtain not 
the slightest ground of public complaint against Him. When he 
taught in the synagogues on the Sabbath, they contrived that 
sick people should be present, knowing that he would heal them, 
and that this would shock the prejudices of the people. They 
even invited him to meat on the Sabbath, at the table of their 
chief men, that they might catch hold of some unguarded expres- 
sion when he instructed the guests after his usual manner; and, 
on these occasions too, the sick and infirm were treacherously 
brought forward to accumulate charges of healing on the 
Sabbath. Yet for a long time their malice was foiled. And 
why? because Jesus “taught in parables.” If he had not done 
so, his career would have been stopped in the first few months of 
his mission, unless he had defeated the designs of his enemies 
by the exercise of divine power, a resource which seems to have 
been foreign to the great plan of redemption. 

If he had openly addressed the people, “I am the Son of 
God ; I am the expected Messiah ; I am the King of the Jews ; 
I am come to abrogate the Law of Moses, to introduce a purer 
and more spiritual religion, and, finally, to offer myself as a 
sacrifice for the sins of the human race;” how long (let us 
enquire) could such a ministry have endured, unless the God- 
man had asserted and used his divine power? Without such 
miraculous intervention, it would not have endured two months. 
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But let us consider the course actually pursued by our 
Saviour and its practical results. The parables, if they did not 
actually enlighten the people in the same degree which plain and 
direct discourses would have done, excited their curiosity, raised 
their spirit of enquiry, and with the miracles which they saw 
almost daily performed, produced a general persuasion that Jesus 
of Nazareth was really the expected Messiah of the Jews. When 
we are told that the people were addressed in parables, because 
seeing they saw not, and hearing they heard not, neither did 
they understand; we must apply a great part of this to the 
Pharisees, whose pride and vices rendered their conversion impos- 
sible. It was not expedient that the Pharisees should understand, 
when the only result of their comprehension would have been to 
lead them to a public denunciation of our Saviour before his 
mission was completely fulfilled. Neither is it to be presumed 
that if Jesus had only avowed himself to be the Messiah and the 
Son of God, this avowal would have produced the same bene- 
ficial effect as the parables. He himself replied to his enemies, 
“Tf I bear witness of myself, my witness is of no effect.” But 
when the great sacrifice was consummated, when his disciples, 
instead of hiding themselves in obscurity, openly taught the 
people, “‘ This Jesus of Nazareth whom you have crucified was 
the expected Messiah, was the King of the Jews, was the Son of 
God ; and we are the witnesses of this, we are ready to seal our 
testimony with our blood, and to confirm it by miracles such as 
no man uninspired by God can perform: then the parables 
produced their full effect ; then they were recollected by the 
multitude ; then they were repeated from memory, and again 
listened to with greedy avidity; then their meaning dawned 
fully upon the grossest of the multitude ; and, prostrate at the 
feet of the disciples and apostles, they acknowledged their sins, 
wept for their transgressions, proclaimed themselves followers of 
Christ, and brought their possessions into the common stock of 
the Christian community. 

And without the parables, would the teaching of the apostles 
have produced such speedy effect? Certainly not ; the parables 
had sown the seed; the death of the Saviour, the object and 
necessity of which they now began to comprehend, and which 
they recollected to have been foretold in these very parables, the 
fervour, the preaching, the undaunted demeanour of the apostles, 
the miracles they performed ; all these things confirmed the faith 
which the parables had implanted, and matured their fruit. 
Christianity soon became a powerful sect at the very moment 
when it was supposed to be extinguished ; and quickly increased 
into a vast and universally spreading religion, occupied Europe 
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and the west of Asia, destroyed polytheism, and reduced 
rabbinism and the traditions to the contemptible position of a 
degraded superstition, from which it is well known that some of 
the most enlightened of its doctors, such as Maimonides’ and 
Aben-Ezra, took refuge in secret atheism. 


Cuarrer I].—Derinition or TecunicaL TERMS, AND 
Division OF THE PARABLES INTO CLASSEs. 


Having explained in the preceding chapter the general plan 
and objects of the Scripture parables, and defended (to the best 
of our power) their use against the attacks of scepticism, we 
propose, in the present chapter, I., to examine the technical 
terms or language of criticism usually applied to the parable and 
its kindred classes of fiction ; and II., to enquire into what divi- 
sions the parables of the New Testament may be most conve- 
niently distributed for the purpose of interpretation. 

I. The terms most frequently employed in commenting on 
this species of composition are—l. Parable; 2. Allegory ; 
3. Type; 4. Fable; 5. Apologue; 6. Proverb; 7. Enigma. 

1. Parable (IIapaS8od»}) means properly a similitude or com- 
parison. It coincides exactly, therefore, with the Hebrew ‘x 
and the Syriac Dass, both of which words mean a similitude. 
In the New Testament, parable is used to express either (1) a 
mere simple similitude, as “'The kingdom of heaven is like unto 
leaven, which a woman took and hid in three measures of meal 
till the whole was leavened ;” or (2) an ethie fable, like that of 
the good Samaritan; or (3) mere ethical instruction, as in Luke 
xiv. 7—14, where the use of the word parable appears merely 
colloquial and anomalous. 

2. An allegory (?AdAnyopia) is literally a speaking one thing 
and meaning another. An allegory is said by the rhetoricians 
to be “ a continued metaphor,” and they usually treat parables, 
apologues, enigmas, and proverbs, as different species of the 
allegory. But we propose in the following definitions to use the 
word allegory in a stricter and more confined sense. 

3. A type (Tv7ros) means primitively an impression made by 
striking, and in a secondary sense, a figure, image, or example. 
4. A fable (Mi@os) is a short fictitious narrative, invented 





contemporaries, shocked even Mohammedans. Abdo ’1-latif, who knew him 
well, from a personal acquaintance at Cairo, says of his Moreh Nevochim, that it 
is a mischievous book which insidiously overthrows the fundamental principles 
of all religions; while it treacherously appears to support them. All the Jewish 
doctors of that and the succeeding ages learnt their atheism in the school of 
Aristotle. 
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for the purpose of conveying ethical instruction in a picturesque 
and familiar manner, which the Greeks borrowed from the 
Phrygians, and of which the fables of sop are the earliest 
example known to the western world, and which are, at this 
day, as much superior to all subsequent compositions of the 
same species as the epics of Homer are to all subsequent epics. 
To the fable was attached its ’EmiiOuv, or as we term it, 
moral, communicating in plain terms the ethical instruction 
obscurely figured in the fable. In the fable the irrational 
animals, and even inanimate things, are depicted as sentient or 
rational, but this is by no means an essential condition of the 
fable ; the Tvuvi) Mayos, the Anis, and the Koyracrns, and 
numerous other instances, shew that in the opinion of Adsop, the 
ethic fable admitted of every possible variety of actors. 

5. The word apologue (’AméXoyos) seems to have been 
originally used by the Greeks in a bad sense, to designate a 
rambling incoherent discourse ; but, in its secondary or better 
sense, it seems to indicate a moral fiction, somewhat longer and 
more elaborate and ingeniously contrived than the Mdéos or 
fable. Thus the admirable story of Prodicus, called the Trial 
of Hercules, may be properly termed an apologue. The beau- 
tiful Persian paraphrases of Bidpay contained in the Anvari 
Soheili, often appear nearer to the nature of an apologue than a 
mere fable. 

6. The proverb (IIapouia) was included by the Hebrews 
under the word Mdshal or parable. The proverbs of Solomon 
are termed rH 2. The point of a fable often may be expressed 
in a proverb, as in that of the unjust steward, “ You cannot 
serve God and Mammon.” Another very objectionable proverb, 
as we have before stated, and shall afterwards more fully shew, 
has also been erroneously deduced from the same parable, and 
has become exceedingly popular among the very persons who 
by this parable were intended to be exposed to general repro- 
bation. 

7. The enigma (Aiwvywa) may be compared to the vpn (riddle 
or dark saying) of the Hebrews, the explanation of which was 
expressed by the verb 1, or the noun 7%. 

These being the more modern terms in use for expressing 
the various shades of meaning of the Chamo-Semitic Mdshal or 
Mathla, it only remains to select from them the words we intend 
to make use of technically in the following dissertation, and to 
define the precise manner in which we mean to employ. them. 
We divide the New Testament parables into three species ;— 
1. The mere simile or comparison; 2. The ethic fable in its 
simple form ; and 8. The allegorical fable. 
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1. Of the first, as we before observed, the parable of the 
leaven is an example. Such also are those of the hidden trea- 
sure and of the merchant and the pearl. If these contain some- 
thing more than a bare and simple similitude, there is yet not 
enough of story in them to constitute a fable. 

2. The simple fable employed as a vehicle of moral instruc- 
tion, consists of what may be termed two stages; 1. The Md6os, 
or fable itself, the exoteric form of instruction; and which in 
our Saviour’s parables was addressed rots é&w; and 2, the ’Em- 
pvOvov, moral, or explanation, which (as Christ informs us) he 
reserved for his disciples. 

The simple parable contains either an example to be avoided, 
or one to be followed, or both. Of the first kind, the parable of 
the unjust steward is an example; nothing is related which is 
not purely and wholly to be avoided; though many lax readers 
give to it a very different interpretation. A parable of the 
second kind, containing only an example to be followed, is 
exceedingly rare. Men are generally taught by what is to be 
avoided ; thus the “ethic characters” of Theophrastes are a mere 
collection of the follies and vices of mankind, in which every- 
thing is to be shunned and nothing is to be followed. An example 
of this kind may, however, perhaps be found in the parable of 
the barren fig-tree. Of the third species, containing examples 
both to be followed and avoided, the parable of the good Sama- 
ritan is an excellent specimen. The priest and Levite are the 
examples to be avoided. The good Samaritan affords the 
example to be followed, and this contains a double beauty, 
because it both shews us what we are to do, and guards us 
against judging of men by any other criterion than their actions. 

3. The allegorical parable is one enwreathed in a double 
obscurity. To the mask which covers the meaning of the simple 
parable, an additional veil is superadded. The ostensible 
characters and actions are the mere types of other characters and 
actions ; and these typified characters and actions still point to a 
further moral beyond them. ‘There are therefore three stages 
in the allegorical parable, while the simple one consists of merely 
two. An example of this kind is the parable of the wheat and 
the tares. 


The Types, or first stage of the Parable. 


“The kingdom of heaven is likened unto a man which 
sowed good seed in his field; but while men slept, his enemy 
came and sowed tares among the wheat, and went his way. 
But when the blade was sprung up, and brought forth fruit, then 
appeared the tares also. So the servants of the householder 
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came, and said unto him, Sir, didst thou not sow good seed in 
thy field? From whence then hath it tares? He said unto 
them, An enemy hath done this. The servants said unto him, 
Wilt thou then that we go, and gather them up? But he said, 
Nay: lest while ye gather up the tares, ye root up also the wheat 
with them. Let both grow together until the harvest ; and in 
the time of harvest, I will say to the reapers, Gather ye together 
first the tares, and bind them in bundles to burn them; but 
gather the wheat into my barn.” 


The things Typified, or the second stage of the Parable. 


Types of Persons and Things. Persons and Things Typified. 
He that soweth the good seed is The Son of Man. 
The field is The world. 
The good seed are The children of the kingdom. 
But the tares are The children of the wicked one. 
The enemy that sowed them is ‘The devil. 
The harvest is ‘The end of the world. 
And the reapers are The angels. 
Types of Actions. Actions Typified. 
As therefore the tares are So shall it be in the end of the world. 
gathered and burnt in the fire, The Son of Man shall send forth 


his angels, and they shall gather out 
of his kingdom all things that 
offend, and them which do iniquity, 
and shall cast them into a furnace 
of fire: there shall be weeping and 
gnashing of teeth. 
And as the wheat is gathered Then shall the righteous shine forth 
into the barn, as the sun in the kingdom of their 
Father. 


In the first of the two preceding stages, we have a fable con- 
sisting of mere types; in the second, these types of persons, 
things, and actions are explained, and converted into solemn 
religious truths. But there is still a further moral intended to 
be conveyed by the second stage of the fable, which Christ 
probably presumed his disciples would understand, and therefore 
omitted to explain. At the present day it may be proper to 
supply this omission, as it has reference to a state of public 
feeling which, in our own time, does not exist among Christians. 


The Moral, or Ethic Lesson; being the Third Stage of the 
Parable. 


The Jews after their return from Babylon, and shortly before 
the time of Alexander, began to question the moral government 
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of the world; and, on witnessing the prosperity of the wicked, 
exclaimed openly and with fierce blasphemy, “Where is the 
God of Judgment?” ‘Every one that doeth evil is good in the 
sight of Jehovah, and he delighteth in them.” This was the 
general cry of the people in the time of Malachi, about 397 B.c., 
sixty-five years before the conquest of Tyre by Alexander, and 
the march of that conqueror through Judea, by the unfortunate 
Gaza, to Egypt. Such was the iniquity of the Jews at this 
time (principally, perhaps, arising from the indifference produced 
by such idle questions as. these), that the last of the prophets 
launched, in the name of Jehovah, a curse against the entire 
nation: “ Ye are cursed with a curse, even the whole nation.” 

It is obvious from the preceding parable, that the same 
doubts continued among the Jews of the time of Christ, though 
in a lesser degree; for the Jews were then a very different 
people from their ancestors in the time of Malachi. To obviate 
these questions this parable was intended ; for even the disciples 
seem to have been perplexed by scruples, which the mere judg- 
ment of unassisted humanity appears to have been inadequate 
to solve. 

** That vice should triumph, virtue vice obey, 
This sprung some doubt of Providence’s sway.” 


By this parable they were taught that the temporal prosperity 
of the wicked was no rational ground for impugning the impar- 
tial wisdom of the Creator, since this world was merely a con- 
dition of trial, and rewards and punishments would be awarded 
with unerring discrimination in the great day of judgment. 

Such seem the three natural divisions of the parables of the 
New Testament. There may be some of a nature so mixed, that 
they may trench on more than one of these divisions, so that it 
may not be easy to class them with perfect precision; but for 
practical purposes and for all the objects of criticism, the pre- 
ceding division will perhaps be found sufficient. 

As to their objects, the parables may also be divided into the 
three classes of the (1) moral, (2) doctrinal, and (3) prudential. 
The first two classes are sufficiently obvious. An example of 
the third will be found in the parable of the “new wine and 
old bottles,” by which we are taught that in conveying Christian 
instruction to the unenlightened, we should always have regard 
to the capacity of the recipient. 





Cuapter II].—Tue Parasite or THE Unjust Stewarp. 


As it is our object in the present dissertation rather to es- 
tablish general principles of criticism and refute infidel objections, 
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than to examine each of the parables in detail, we shall confine 
our further observations to one instance only; and we oe 
select for this purpose the parable of the “unjust steward,” 
that which, by the erroneous interpretations of Christian devia 
has been the most exposed to the cavillings of scepticism. The 
great object of this parable is to expose the iniquity of the 
children of mammon; and as too many of these were to be 
found among the early Christian divines,’ they appear to have 
adroitly perverted it to serve their own purposes. 

In the prose of the New Testament, it must be observed, 
there is often the same antithetical balance of sentences which 
forms one of the chief features of Hebrew poetry; and as this 
aids the interpretation, and assists us in deciding as to the mean- 
ing of the text, we have, in quoting the parable, divided the 
sentences according to the antithetical arrangement wherever it 
occurs, though there is otherwise nothing poetical in the sen- 
tences. With this advertisement, let the parable speak for 
itself. We will examine it first in the authorized English 
version. 


Mid6os. 


There was a certain rich man which had a steward; and the 
man was accused unto him that he had wasted his goods. 

And he called him, and said unto him, How is it that I 
hear this of thee? Give an account of thy stewardship, for 
thou mayest be no longer steward. 

And the steward said unto himself, What shall I do? for 
my lord taketh away from me the stewardship. I cannot dig; 
to beg Iam ashamed. I am resolved what to do, that when I 
am put out of the stewardship they may receive me into their 


| 
( 
( 
houses, ( 
So he called every one of his lord’s debtors unto him, and I 
said unto the first, How much owest thou unto my lord ? r 
And he said, An hundred baths of oil. P 
And he said unto him, Take thy bill, and sit down quickly, ‘ 
and write fifty. ¢ 
Then said he to another, And how much owest thou? 2 
And he said, An hundred cors of wheat. 
And he said unto him, Take thy bill and write fourscore. i 
And the lord commended the unjust steward, because he x 
had done wisely. For the children of this world are, in their l 
generation, wiser than the children of light. 4 
f 





* To be compelled to admit this, we have only to peruse the best ecclesiastical 
histories, even of so early a period : as the reign of Constantine. L 
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*"EripvOrov. 

And J say unto you, 

Make to yourselves friends of the mammon of unrighteous- 
ness ; 

That when ye fail, they may receive you into everlasting 
habitations. 

He that is faithful in what is least, 

Is faithful also in much. 

And he that is unjust in the least, 

Is unjust also in much. 

If, therefore, ye have not been faithful in the unrighteous 
mammon, 

Who will commit to your trust the true riches ? 

And if ye have not been faithful in that which is another 
man’s, 

Who shall give you that which is your own ? 

No servant can serve two masters ; 

For either he will hate the one, and love the other ; 

Or else he will hold to the one and despise the other. 

Ye cannot serve God and Mammon. 

On a critical examination of this parable we think it will 
appear, 1. That it is a simple, and not an allegorical parable ; 
that no one character or thing has a secondary or fypified mean- 
ing, as distinct from the general moral of the fable: in tech- 
nical terms, that it is a parable of ¢wo and not of ¢hree stages. 
2. That it belongs to the class of fables which instruct in 
Christian morals, and not respecting points of belief or maxims 
of prudence. 3. That the MdOos, or first stage of the fable, 
consists simply of examples to be avoided, and in no one in- 
stance presents an example to be followed ; the lord, or master 
of the steward, being like himself a child of mammon, and his 
praise the mere worldly praise of worldly craft and subtlety. 
This is the more important, because it is to be feared there 
are not wanting divines who treat the lord of the steward as 
a type of the Divinity; an idea exceedingly dangerous in its 
consequences, and which appears to indicate no small want of 
a right comprehension in Christian matters. 

The parable being one of such primary importance, not so much 
in itself as in the heterodox use which has been made of it, we 
shall do well to examine all the circumstances attending it :— 
1. By whom it is related; 2. At what time; 3. At what place; 
4. Before what persons: and 5. Under what circumstances and 
for what objects. 

1. The reporter, if we may so call him, of the fable, is St. 
Luke, in whose gospel alone it is to be found. This is a matter 
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of great importance, because St. Luke was not personally pre- 
sent at the events related in his gospel: he received them all, 
at second-hand, from the actual witnesses. Not even the ¢erms 
in which he records the doctrines of our Saviour seem so lite- 
rally exact as those of the other three evangelists. Though he 
wrote under the influence of the Holy Spirit, it appears that 
the inspiration accorded to him only preserved him from such 
errors in doctrine as might lead men of sound judgment astray. 
He introduces Christ as using language which might be liable 
to great misconstruction in modern times, and which, when we 
refer to the gospel of St. Matthew, we find that evangelist ex- 
pressing in terms perfectly simple and unambiguous. From 
this it is evident, that when we meet with any apparently harsh 
and difficult phrase in St. Luke (in cases reported by this evan- 
gelist solely), we must call the whole tenor of the gospel to our 
aid, and in no case allow him to lead us to conclusions at vari- 
ance with the general spirit of the teaching of our Saviour, and 
with the principles of sound judgment and common sense. 
Attaching the highest value to his gospel, we must yet be upon 
our guard against those orientalisms which, to the people who 
heard them, conveyed a very different meaning to that which a 
modern European might attach to them. 

2 und 3. The r1mE and piace (which are erroneously laid 
down in the Greek Diatessaron of Professor White) had some- 


‘thing of a peculiar sanctity attached to them, which gives great 


interest to this parable. Of all places in Galilee, the shores of 
the beauteous Lake of Gennesaret were the favourite scene of 
the teaching of our Saviour. At ovm-., or as the Greeks wrote 
it Kamepvaovy (Capernaum), he chiefly resided during the last 
three years of his life. This was his abode of predilection—his 
own city, as St. Matthew styles it. If he on one occasion 
uttered a solemn condemnation against it, it was because the 
people (corrupted and led astray by the Pharisees) were too 
many of them impenctrable to the doctrines of salvation. But 
the place itself always obtained from him that especial favour 
which the extreme beauty of its situation merited. And we may 
truly say, that, if sanctity could attach to particular localities, no 
place in Judea, not Jerusalem itself, possessed the same claims 
on our attention which the affection and long residence of 
Christ gave to the vicinity of this city, otherwise so obscure. 

It appears evident from a comparison of the Gospels of St. 
Luke and St. Mark, that it was on one of the last days of our 
Saviour’s residence in Capernaum, and immediately before his 
last journey to keep the passover at Jerusalem, that this parable 
was pronounced. The critics who understand St. Luke’s nar- 


XUM 





ian i ee. aie a 





XUM 


1860. ] On the Parables of the New Testament. 117 


rative of this journey as commencing at ix. 51, instead of at 
xviii, 31, where it really commences, disarrange the order of 
chronology ; for they make Christ to proceed through the 
middle of Samaria to Jerusalem, and understand St. Luke as 
connecting circumstances with this journey which must have 
occurred on some former visit. 

It is certain that almost immediately after the time of the 
delivery of this parable, Jesus proceeded to Jerusalem, not 
through Samaria, but through the Perea, crossing the Jordan 
to the south of the Lake of Gennesaret ; and again recrossing 
the river at the ferry or ford near Jericho (Matt. xix. 1 ; Mark 
x. i). 

This parable, and those which accompanied it, may therefore 
be considered as his parting legacy to the people of Capernaum, 
aud his last confutation of his old enemies, the Pharisees of 
Galilee ; for, 

4, It was in the presence of the Pharisees, aud with them, as 
his especial hearers, that this parable was repeated. 

5. As to its circumstances and objects. It was especially 
directed against the worldly spirit of the Pharisees, who imme- 
diately made the application to themselves, and received, with 
outward mockery, an exposure which must internally have 
caused them the severest mortification. ‘And the Pharisees 
also, who were covetous (piAdpyupor), heard these things and 
derided him.” It was the last time perhaps that they heard the 
voice of that divine teacher; all whose plans and labours they 
had endeavoured to render vain. 

Before proceeding to treat this parable critically and theo- 
logically, it may be useful to inquire into the office of a confi- 
dential steward among the Jews; and to understand the expli- 
cation of the parable, and the moral deduced from it, it is abso- 
lutely necessary that we should know precisely (if possible) what 
is intended by the term, the “ mammon of unrighteousness,” or 
“the unrighteous mammon.” 

The word steward (dvcovouos, in the original Greek) is 


rendered {A153 (Rab-baytho) in the Syrian translation—a 
word of the same meaning as the Major-domo of the Ltalians. 
The confidence reposed in this officer was such (as we learn from 
another of the parables) as to render him the virtual master of 
the house of his lord, and almost the uncontrolled disposer of 
his property. He had the government of the inferior servants 
(whom he punished as he thought proper), and seems to have 
managed the lands of his master and disposed of the produce. 
It was easy, therefore, for him to waste his master’s property 
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especially in his absence ; and if the lord were easy and indo- 
lent, the steward, keeping all accounts himself, might easily 
combine with his debtors to defraud him. : 

In the patriarchal times, the office of steward seems to have 
been no less important, as we may see in the unbounded confid- 
ence placed by Abraham in Eliezer of Damascus, whom he calls 
his steward or ima peop, and whom he looked upon as his 
natural heir, in case he himself should die childless. 

The steward was either a hired servant (as in the present 
parable) or a purchased or born slave of his master—the latter 
being most frequently the case in the household of a nomade 
chief; because, in such case, his master knowing him from his 
infancy, could place more explicit confidence in him. We 
accordingly find that Eliezer, though he is called ‘“ Eliezer of 
Damascus,” or “ Damascus Eliezer,’ was the born slave of 
Abraham ; so that he could scarcely have visited Damascus 
till he was advanced in years. His mother might probably have 
been a native of that city. 

The unjust steward calls his lord’s debtors round him, 
and requires them not to pay in their debts, but to give a 
written acknowledgment of the amount, which in our English 
version is somewhat improperly termed a “ dill,” when in 
fact ro ypduua should rather be translated according to the 
obvious meaning, “an account stated.” He directs each of 
the debtors to understate the amount of his debt ; and these 
persons readily fall into the snare without considering that, by 
so doing, they were putting themselves into the power of the 
steward, to whom they might eventually have to pay much more 
to purchase his silence than the amount of their illicit gains. 
Strict probability is only a secondary matter in parabolical com- 
position, and is very rarely attended to even by the most fasti- 
dious writer. The transaction, however, is not kept so secret 
but that it arrives at the ears of the lord; which destroys the 
effect of the whole contrivance. 

We then find to our surprise, that the lord praised the un- 
just steward (Tov oixovopov Ths adixias, according to the Hebrew 
idiom) because he had acted providently, and that he summed 
up his praise with the reflection that “the children of this world 
were more provident in their generation than the children of 
light.” By “their generation” (els tiv yeveay tiv éavray) we 
are to understand, “for their own lifetime,” “ or so long as they 
inhabit this world ”’—the only world they care for or reckon on. 
Teved, here, refers obviously to time. 

The Peschito Syriac translation (the most ancient and most 
valuable version of the New Testament) has fallen into a grievous 
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error by rendering 6 Kupuos (that is, “ the master’ of the steward) 


yo “our Lord” (or Christ himself). This translation is repug- 
nant, not only to grammatical construction and to common 
sense, but to the express terms of the subsequent verses. Even 
in a worldly sense, the conduct of the steward could not be 
praised by any sensible man ; for it was risking too much, as the 
event proved. The mere fact of his being received into the 
houses of the debtors successively, would have led to suspicion 
and detection, and the result would have been to throw him 
upon the world with a ruined character and without a denarius. 
A man really ¢povyuos would have discovered other ways of 
existence besides digging and begging. If he were resolved to 
defraud his master, be would have acted much more prudently 
in dividing the illicit spoil with the tenants, and in emigrating to 
some distant city of the empire already colonized by his wander- 
ing countrymen. 

Our Lord therefore could not have praised even the worldly 
craft of the steward, whose shallow crime was no sooner perpe- 
trated than detected ; and in fact he records his own judgment 
as being in direct opposition to that of the master in the fable. 
“And the master commended the unjust steward.” But I 
(«@'y@) say unto you,” etc., the pronoun marking the emphatic 
antithesis, which will appear more evident when we have fully 
explained the words which immediately follow in the moral of 
the fable. 

But the indolent lord of the unjust Rab-baytho, might very 
well have praised it, and (himself as worldly as his steward) pro- 
bably only arrived at the conclusion that, if the latter had 
exerted his talents for roguery for his (the master’s) advantage, 
instead of against him, he would have been really a very useful 
and praiseworthy servant. 

Such is the parable of the unjust steward, and we now arrive 
at our Lord’s explanation of its hidden meaning. It commences 
with the ninth verse—so long and so grossly misunderstood ;— 
and which in the original Greek stands as follows :— 

“ Kayo tyiv \éyo" Tloujoare éavrois pirous éx Tod papwva 
Tis adixias® "Iva Otay éxrimnre SéEwvrar vpas eis Tas aiwvious 
oKnvas* 

Which our national version, with more attention to the letter 
than the moral, translates as follows :— 

“And I say unto you, Make to yourselves friends of the 
mammon of unrighteousness, that when ye fail, they may receive 
you into everlasting habitations.” 

_ The correct translation (which the context absolutely and in- 
dispensably requires) seems to be this :— 
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“ But J say unto you, Make for yourselves [such] friends 
[i.e., friends in heaven] by your conduct in worldly affairs, that 
when ye die they may receive you into everlasting habitations.” 

To elucidate this new version, our first question must be, 
what is meant by “ mammon?” for which our English Bible 
suggests in the margin, the sense of riches. Mammon, accord- 
ing to popular opinion, was the Syrian god of wealth, whose 
functions and character are thus described by Milton :— 


“ Mammon led them on; 
Mammon, the least erected spirit that fell 
From heaven ; for e’en in heaven, his looks and thoughts 
Were always downwards bent, admiring more 
The riches of heaven’s pavement, trodden gold, 
Than aught divine, or holy, else enjoyed 
In vision beatific : by him first 
Men also, and by his suggestion taught, 
Ransacked the centre, and, with impious hands, 
Rifled the bowels of their mother earth 
For treasures better hid.” 


The word Mammon (or more properly Maména) is not to be 
found in the Old Testament. In the Syriac version it is written 
Lidsoto, which (avoiding the hellenicism of the final “0” and 
pronouncing it Mamédna) was of course the word employed by 
our Saviour. 

If we examine this word etymologically, and derive it from 
its Chamo-Semitic root, we must reject the first “ m ” as servile; 
because the genius of the Chamo-Semitic language abhors the 
concurrence of two ‘“m’s” as the first two letters of a root. 
The actual root then, is ny in Hebrew, which signifies he 
numbered ; and from which is derived my, “a mina or weight.” 
The Syriac root is iS, which has the same meaning as the 
Hebrew. 

It is evident, therefore, that Mamina must have been the 
god of weights, measures, and numbers ; in other words, the cop 
oF TRAFFIC, a Syrian Mercury. He might sometimes also 
officiate as the god of riches; but this must have been ina 
secondary capacity, as traffic naturally leads to riches as its 
great goal and object. 

From the Hebrew ny, is derived ‘x, one of the idols of 
polytheism, worshipped by the Israelites during their periods of 
idolatry. This Meni has been, by some writers, identified with 
the moon—a supposition for which there is not the slightest 
reason. It is evident that Meni is the Hebrew form of the 
Syrian Mamiina. This seems placed beyond dispute by its con- 
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nexion with Gad, the Syrian Tvyn, or deity of rorrung, in the 
following verses of Isaiah Ixv. 11, 12 (Lowth’s translation) :— 

“ But ye who have deserted Jehovah, and have forgotten my 
holy mountain ; who set in order a table for Gad ; and fill out 
a libation to Meni: you will I numder out to the sword.” 

We may take Mammon (or Mamina), therefore, as being 
used in the sense of worldly traffic, of which he is the type ; 
and the word “unjust” or “unrighteous” mammon seems merely 
to have been a popular phrase applied to traffic generally, as a 
proverbial epithet ; for the Jews (an agricultural people) deemed 
it almost impossible for a merchant to be honest. The author of 
the apochryphal book of Ecclesiasticus speaks the sense of his 
nation when he says, “A merchant shall hardly keep himself 
from doing wrong ; and a huckster shall not be free from sin.” 

In the words, é« Tov wapwva, the preposition é« seems used 
in the sense of dca, as is frequent with the Greek writers. The 
sense of the first part of the ninth verse, therefore, will be, 
“ Make yourselves friends, by means of your worldy conduct or 
transactions.” But what sort of friends? Friends of this world? 
Friends among the worldly rich? Friends among the unjust ? 
Friends among that class of persons who, according to the ignor- 
ance of the popular idea, are supposed to be designated as the 
“mammon of unrighteousness ?” 

Certainty not. That this is not the meaning is plainly 
shewn by the sequel. For what purpose shall we make friends ? 
That they may receive us into nveRLastinG habitations! Can 
the children of mammon receive us into EVERLASTING habita- 
tions? Not, certainly, into heavenly abodes, to which our 
Saviour of course refers. The word “ everlasting,” then, clearly 
shews that the friends to be gained are not worldly friends, but 
friends there, where only everlasting habitations, such as Christ 
directs us to seek, are really to be found. 

And all the subsequent verses shew that these friends are to 
be gained by integrity in our worldly transactions, according to 
the interpretation which we have given to the first part of the 
verse: “ Make for yourselves friends by your conduct in woridly 
affairs.” 

Verses 10—13. 

“ He that is faithful in that which is least [i e., in worldly 
matters], 

Is faithful also in much [i. e., in heavenly matlers] ; 

If, therefore, ye have not been faithful in the unrighteous 
mammon [i. e., in your dealings and transactions in this world), 

Who will commit to your trust the truth? (rd dAn@wor) [i.e., 
who will deem you fit objects for spiritual instruction ? | 
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And if you have not been faithful in that which is another 
man’s, [this sentence clearly shews that the conduct of the unjust 
steward, instead of being praised, even, to any special or parti- 
cular intent, was held up to total, absolute, unmitigated repro- 
bation by our Saviour, who thus directly opposes his own divine 
judgment to the worldliness of the master in the parable. ] 

Who will give you that which is your own? [Your spiritual 
zeal, expressed in prayer, fasting, and the ceremonial part of 
religion, will not avail you towards obtaining that heavenly 
mansion to which you may think yourselves entitled by these 
observances. | 

No servant can serve two masters ; 

For either he will hate the one, and love the other ; 

Or else he will hold to the one, and despise the other. 

Ye CANNoT sERvE Gop anp MaMMon. [If you “ make your- 
selves friends of the mammon of unrighteousness,” according to 
the popular construction of that phrase, you certainly “serve God 
and mammon” (supposing you to be Christians). But the sup- 
posed permission to serve mammon was so delightful to men of 
the world, that they took no notice of the direct contradiction 
at the close of the discourse. | 

Taking the whole context together, nothing can be plainer 
than that there is an ellipsis in the ninth verse, which we are 
not only authorized, but bound to supply; just as we should, 
even without the aid of St. Matthew x. 37, have corrected 
the suspicious phrase of St. Luke xiv. 26. 

The sentence (supplying the ellipsis) will be as follows :— 

“ But J say unto you, Make for yourselves friends by your 
conduct in worldly affairs [but let those friends be heavenly 
friends, not worldly friends of the children of iniquity], that 
when you die they may receive you into everlasting habitations 
[instead of the temporal habitations, precarious and insecure, 
into which the friends of this world might receive you in your 
lifetimes]. 

To understand this verse in any other than the preceding, 
or some cognate meaning, seems an impious and abominable 
perversion of the text, and justly affords that handle for sceptical 
objections for which the genuine text (correctly understood) 
affords not the slightest pretext. 





With this attempt to elucidate a singularly misapplied text, 
we shall close our observations on the ParaBLes, having, as we 
hope, satisfactorily shewn—1. The general importance, or rather 
necessity, of the system of instruction by parables adopted by 
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our Lord. 2. What technical divisions and rules of criticism 
are likely to be most useful in deciding as to their meaning. 
And 3. The certainty (illustrated by one remarkable example) 
that any objections which can be urged against particular parables 
arise merely from an imperfect comprehension of the real objects 
and meaning of the evangelic text. 

H. C. 








THE GENESIS OF THE EARTH AND OF MAN." 


THERE are two books of the Bible about which there has been 
more speculation than about all the rest. These books—one the 
first, and the other the last of the sacred canon—alike relate what 
can scarcely be said to come within the range of human expe- 
rience. The consequence has been, that owing to the difficulty 
of detecting errors, a host of theorists have come forth, each 
with his own pet scheme of interpretation. The plans thus pro- 
pounded have been often ingenious, subtle, consistent, etc. ; they 
have been defended with arguments derived from Scripture texts, 
history, science, ete.; they have been devised by men of learning, 
faith, and zeal. Each of them has gained some adherents and 
attracted some attention, and then been laid up in the catacombs 
of Christian literature. The failure of along succession seems to 
have little or no influence, except it be to stimulate new attempts, 
and the series knows no termination. We do not complain of 
this, because there is usually something good in every work of 
this description, and the forlorn hope of discovering some theory 
which shall be universally accepted or undoubtedly true, leads 
to many curious investigations of the sacred text, and of subjects 
which seem to be connected with its interpretation. 

From these general remarks we turn to the volume to which 
this article refers, and the history of which is somewhat con- 
nected with this Journal. Its theory appears to have been first 
propounded in a privately printed pamphlet, of which an account 
was published in our number for January, 1855. This was fol- 
lowed in July of the same year by a reply, in which the leading 
positions of the pamphlet were combated. Two other communi- 
cations subsequently appeared in this Journal, and before long 
the first edition of the Genesis of the Earth and of Man was 





« The Genesis of the Earth and of Man; or, the History of Creation, and the 
Antiquity and Races of Mankind, considered on Biblical and other Grounds. 
Edited by Reginald Stuart Poole, M.R.S.L., ete. Second Edition, revised and 
enlarged. London: Williams and Norgate. 1860. 
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published. What reception the work met with from the reading 
public we know not; but its author has felt justified in prose. 
cuting his enquiries, and has brought out a second and amended 
edition.’ The editor, Mr. R. S. Poole, endorses the views of the 
writer; but as, on a former occasion, he declined to be held 
responsible for them, we must lose sight of him, and simply deal 
with the book. 

In the first chapter, on the genesis of the earth, we are in- 
formed that the author of the account of the creation probably 
received the revelation of the facts by means of a series of visions, 
The inspired penman therefore saw six visions, or visible repre- 
sentations of the successive stages of the work of creation. What 
we call the record of the six days’ work is the record of these 
visions ; and the expressions which seem to denote the days of 
creation, actually refer to the nights in which the visions were 
seen. In the words of the author, the narrative “ is most pro- 
bably the relation of a revelation by means of a series of visions.” 
He thinks that many advantages are connected with this theory, 
that it removes many difficulties, and is quite in harmony with 
the facts of creation. He goes further than this, and suggests 
that his views appear to follow from the very wording of the 
narrative. A fuller statement of the theory is contained in the 
following passage :— 


“If we thus understand it as a description of a series of visions, we 
may naturally regard the words ‘and it was evening, and it was morning, 
day first\—‘ day second’—and so on (not well rendered in our Authorized 
Version), as denoting the limits of time between which the first vision and 
the second, etc., occurred. The phrase here used, where it is said, ‘it 
was evening, and it was morning,’ is not like the expression ‘ evening- 
morning” in Daniel viii. 14 (where ‘two thousand and three hundred 
evening-mornings’ are mentioned as the period of the events represented 
in what is afterwards called ‘the vision of the evening and the morning, 
though no sound critic understands even these ‘ evening-mornings’ 
as natural days); nor is it like the term vvyx@nuepoy in 2 Cor. xi. 25. 
And the word rendered ‘day’ in ‘day first,’ ‘day second,’ etc., is one 
which, in countless instances, it would be absurd to understand as mean- 
ing ‘day in opposition to night ;’ as, for example, in Exodus xii. 41, 
where it is said, ‘ the self-same day it came to pass, that all the hosts of 
the Lord went out from the land of Egypt;’ for it is said in the next 
verse that they went out by night. 

*“Wedo not found the opinion here expressed as to the manner in 





+ The second edition differs considerably from the first. Some things are 
omitted, and less prominence given to others ; but some arguments are developed, 
and new facts and proofs are adduced. ‘Taken as a whole, we quite think the 
new edition a great improvement upon its predecessor, to which we shall make 
no further special reference, 
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which the acts of creation were revealed, merely upon the general analogy 
of cases recorded in Scripture, without a consideration of the question, 
To whom was the revelation originally communicated ? It is held by many 
(perhaps we might truly say by almost all) of the best Biblical critics, on 
grounds that appear to us to be such as hardly admit of any other inference, 
that the book of Genesis mainly consists of a number of distinct pieces or 
documents, not revealed to Moses, but collected and arranged by him 
under the guidance of inspiration. Several individuals we know, received 
divine communications before the time of Moses. Among them were 
Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and Joseph ; and we think 
that we have the strongest reason for believing that, to every one of these 
God revealed his instructions, when not by means of an angel, as he did 
to prophets in general : that is, as he did to him of whom (spoken of as 
being one of a class, and designated by an appellation which signifies any 
man who makes known a revelation or any similar communication, whether 
relating to the past or the future,) he says, ‘in a vision I make myself 
known unto him ; in a dream I speak with him :’ not as he did to Moses, 
respecting whom he proceeds to say, by way of distinction and contrast, 
‘mouth to mouth I speak with him; and apparently; and not in 
parables’ (Numb. xii. 6—8). These are the only modes of revelation that 
we find explained in the Old Testament; and as the last of them is 
restricted to the case of Moses, it follows that, if the events described in 
the first chapter of Genesis were (as so many of the best critics hold them 
to have been) revealed before his time, and not by means of an angel (a 
medium of communication not there mentioned nor indicated), the Scrip- 
ture warrants no other explication than that which we have proposed. It 
is expressly stated at the close of the Pentateuch, and evinced by all that 
follows in the Bible, that ‘“ there arose not a prophet [or ‘ spokesman of 
God’ (see Exodus vii. 1 comparing it with iv. 16)] since in Israel like 
unto Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face,’ until the fulfilment of 
the prediction in Deut. xviii. 15 and 18 (of the coming of the Saviour) ; 
and clearly there was none such Jdefore Moses. Nor does it appear that 
any before or after him, until the Saviour’s advent, received a revelation 
of any event, past or future, otherwise than by means of an angel (ex- 
pressly mentioned or plainly indicated) or in a dream or vision ; and hence 
the appellation seer. ‘ Prophecy [or ‘ the uttering of revelation’] came not 
at any time by the will of man; but being carried away [or ‘rapt’ 
(Peponevor)| by the Holy Spirit, the holy men of God spake’ (2 Peter 
i. 21). See Ezekiel iii. 12 and 14, viii. 3, and xi. 1 and 24; where, when 
‘the heavens were opened,’ and ‘he saw visions of God,’ the Prophet 
says, ‘the spirit took me up;’ ‘the spirit lifteth me up and took me 
away ;’ ‘the spirit lifteth me up between the earth and the heaven, and 
brought me in the visions of God to Jerusalem ;’ etc. As is the case 
of the ordinary dreamer, so was that of the seer in his dream or vision, 
receiving a revelation from God, inasmuch as his will had no agency to 
evoke, or shape, or modify what he saw or heard ; and though sometimes 
his mind was active, so that he reasoned upon these things with the 
revealer, frequently it appears to be wholly passive. Whatever may be 
thought of mere internal inspiration, as to its being verbal or not, the 
Scripture plainly teaches that in a revelation of the kiud to which we 
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refer, that of the creation, the seer, in effect, ‘ heard the words of God,’ 
and ‘ saw the vision of the Almighty.’ ” 


With reference to the statements contained in this extract, 
we will only remark that they have brought no conviction to 
our mind, and that we can see no trace of visions in the re- 
cord of the creation. The peculiar expressions “evening and 
morning” have been often and satisfactorily explained, and the 
term “ day”? would never be suspected to signify the operations 
exhibited in a vision. Our author, however, thinks otherwise, 
as will appear from the following :— 


“ A writer in a periodical publication (The Journal of Sacred Litera- 
ture, July, 1855), remarking upon an abstract of a small pamphlet to 
which we originally intended to confine our observations on the subjects 
here treated, and which had been printed for private distribution, objects 
to our view of the record of the acts of creation, and says that ‘the seer 
does not give the remotest intimation that it is not the most rigidly his- 
torical narrative.’ We think that he does give an intimation, and one 
not remote, of its being the relation of a series of visions in the words, 
‘and it was evening, and it was morning, day first’—‘ day second’—and 
soon. For these words appear to us very plainly to denote that the 
events after the mention of which they occur are represented as though 
taking place in the night, between evening and morning; not between 
evening and evening, in four-and-twenty hours; nor between morning and 
evening: and we can hardly suppose that the events themselves took place 
in periods which can either properly or metaphorically be termed ‘ nights. 
We think that in one wight the darkness was seen to withdraw itself, and 
the light to appear; that in another, the sw was seen, as well as the 
moon and the stars; and that in the night of the seventh day no vision 
of creation was beheld, God having then ‘rested’ ‘from all his work which 
he had made.’ But what we have before advanced as the grounds of our 
opinion must, we think, be admitted by every impartial judge to be at 
least sufficient to shew that it is most probably correct; and this is, 
perhaps, all that we should expect to establish, and all that can be reason- 
ably desired by the geologist who wishes to believe the sacred record. 
We should ourselves be fully satisfied, without other evidence, by the con- 
sideration that the narrative of the creation is manifestly true if it bea 
relation of events revealed to the eye, accompanied by explanatory words, 
and that it is not so otherwise; for some undoubted visions are related in 
the Bible without any statement of their being revelations of this kind ; as 
the vision of Jeremiah which we have already mentioned, that of Jacob at Maha- 
naim, and that of Micaiah. It is therefore not a case without parallels if 
the person to whom the revelation in question was made received it in a 
series of visions, and related it to his children or others in ambiguous 
terms, withholding (as Cornelius did in relating his vision to St. Peter) 
the explanation that he received it in this manner; an explanation which 
might have excited doubts of its truth in the minds of his hearers, who 


probably knew no other instance of revelation with which to compare the- 


mode of its manifestation.” 
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He afterwards expresses the opinion that “ the words rendered 
in the Authorized Version, ‘And God saw,’ occurring seven 
times, may signify, without the change of a letter or even of a 
vowel point, ‘ And God shewed.’ ” 

Again: he suggests that the expression “God ended” may 
be rendered, “‘ caused to disappear, to vanish, or to be no longer 
seen,’ and that he regards this rendering as decidedly prefer- 
able. We presume these suggestions will be regarded as more 
ingenious than probable. 

The opposer of the vision theory, among other objections, 
after observing that the narrative looks like a rigidly historical 
one, and that to explain it as a record of visions deprives it 
of its positive and simple historical character, says that the 
Scriptures furnish not a single instance of a revelation of past 
events ; i.e., of a history by means of a vision. The author 
quotes five cases in which he believes it was so, viz., Gen. xx. 3; 
Matt. i. 20; ii. 19,20; Actsix. 1O—16; and Dan. ii. 19. None 
of these present any difficulty, because in not one of them are 
we informed that a dramatic or visible representation of past 
events took place. In one of them (Acts ix. 12) we have re- 
ported a vision of an event yet future. In four of them the 
communications were by words and not by representations, and 
in one we are not told (Dan. ii. 10); but we have no reason to sup- 
pose that Daniel saw Nebuchadnezzar’s dream. It was objected 
that the vision theory was inconsistent with the declaration that 
“in six days the Lord made heaven and earth ;” and to this it 
is replied, that if the periods represented by the visions were 
of equal duration, there is no contradiction. As this opens the 
enquiry what the word “day” really means in the narrative of 
the creation, we must not pause to consider it: we are of course 
well aware that the word has in all languages a proper and an 
extended application, but this is not the question we have to dis- 
cuss. We quote the following, in order that we may give the 
author an opportunity of recommending his hypothesis. 


“The explanation which we have proposed is obviously consistent 
with the theory of the continuity, as well as with that of the discontinuity, 
of the series of changes which the earth and its appertenances have under- 
gone. For it regards each of the supposed visions as relating to some 
one, or more, of the principal phenomena characterizing that series of 
changes, without necessarily denoting any absolute interruption, from first 
to last. Nay, rather, by the correspondence of each night-vision to a 
period afterwards termed a ‘day,’ it implies a succession of gradual 
changes, each like the change from day to night; which latter, be it 
observed, is not a period of ¢otal privation of light. It is therefore per- 
fectly consistent with the fact, that certain species of animals and plants 
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have become wholly (though gradually) destroyed, while others have sur- 
vived and new ones have been brought into being: a case somewhat 
similar to that resulting from a pestilence in a country inhabited by diffe- 
rent races, some of them more obnoxious to its fatal influences than others, 
It admits that the periods to which it relates may have been as intimately 
connected, one with another, as those of a history represented only by a 
few scenes of adrama; and that many of the changes which geology 
makes known to us, as having taken place in the condition of the earth 
and of its animals and plants, may have occurred during only one of those 
periods. In short, it concedes to the philosopher all the license that he 
can desire to enjoy in his speculations. For while unmistakeable evi- 
dences of some of the facts which it indicates, and of the verisimilitude 
of all the rest of them, as far as appearances are concerned, are conspi- 
cuous in the discoveries of geologists, and in the inferences which are 
drawn from those discoveries, it leaves an inexhaustible source of study 
open to scientific research by its regarding the revelation as confined to 
the exhibition of a few scenes represented by images of objects familiar to 
the sight of all mankind.” 


The second chapter on the genesis of man involves a resus- 
citation of the pre-Adamite theory, with several new features, 
Adam was the first individual of a new variety of a species which 
had universally sinned, but not become extinct: as he was sin- 
less, however, he needed a sinless wife. Eve was so called be- 
cause she should be the mother of many children. According 
to this there were sinful men, and men who died before Adam 
was created. That Eve was the mother of all living was a great 
objection to this, and hence the explanation of the phrase as the 
mother of many children. Surely the author does not expect us 
to receive this, which is a liberty we are not disposed to concede. 
Wherever 1742 or m2 occur they demand a very different inter- 
pretation. Other texts which seem to condemn the author’s 
theory are discussed, and several are adduced in support of it. 
It is difficult to say in which branch of the argument most suc- 
cess is attained, but our impression is that the grand difficulty 
still stands untouched. We freely admit the skill and patience 
of the writer, we much approve of the sober, reverent tone in 
which he writes, and we recognize a modest use of some of his 
arguments, which theorists are not always characterized by. 

The texts in which non-Adamic races or pre-Adamic races 
are supposed to be referred to are numerous; and we must 
suppose, if the sense here put upon them is correct, that the 
doctrine of this work was held and set forth by the whole suc- 
cession of the inspired penmen, while utterly unknown as an 
article of the popular faith. On some topics we could imagine 
something analagous, but not upon one which involved considera- 
tions of so great importance, and which related to the known 
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belief of the Church of God in all ages. Yet while so many of 
the sacred writers taught the doctrine of the pre-Adamites, they 
never attempted to correct the opinion of their followers, whether 
Jews or Christians, who all believed that Adam was the first 
man, and that all nations have descended from him. It is cus- 
tomary to quote Scripture now-a-days for everything, and the 
cabbala of modern criticism can find arguments for, if not the 
elements of, every new scheme of philosophy, physic, or divinity. 
Nevertheless, in our judgment, the author has damaged his cause 
by quoting Scripture in support of it. Had he been content 
with endeavouring to shew that the Scripture did not contradict 
it, he would have acted more wisely. 

The popular theory respecting Adam and the descent of all 
nations from him, finds expression in the early versions of the 
Scriptures, as well as in ancient uninspired writers, both Jewish 
and Christian. It may not be uninteresting to some of our 
readers if we illustrate this point by a few references, inasmuch 
as it belongs to our subject, and is suggestive in relation to the 
argument of our author, who finds pre-Adamites both in the Old 
Testament and the New. 

The passage, Gen. iii. 20, may be selected as an example for 
the versions, of which we quote a few, and then give some allu- 
sions to early Christian fathers :— 

“And the man (Adam) called the name of his wife Eve, 
because she was the mother of every one alive.” 

LXX.—“ And Adam called the name of his wife Zoe (Life), 
because mother of all the living.” 

Targum of Onkelos—“ And Adam called the name of his 
wife Eve, for she was mother of all the sons of men.” 

Syriac Peschito.— And Adam called the name of his wife 
Eve, because she was mother of every one that is alive.” 

Latin Vulgate—“ And Adam called the name of his wife 
Heva, because she was the mother of all living.” 

The Arabic version printed in Walton’s Polyglott, calls Eve 
“the mother of every rational living thing.” 

Josephus imitates the LXX. in translating w) as a plural, 
“all the living,” which shews what sense he attached to it. 

The writer of the epistle ascribed to Barnabas occasionally 
quotes the narrative of man’s creation, and these words among 
others: “ Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the earth.” He 
evidently supposed there were no others to fill it. 

Clement, in his first epistle, gives an abstract of the account 
of the creation, and when he has enumerated the rest he says, 
“ Above all, that which was most excellent and great in under- 
standing, man, he formed with holy and undefiled hands, the copy 
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of his own image. For thus God saith, Let us make man after 
our image and likeness. And God made man, male and female 
he made them,” etc. Elsewhere he speaks of “ our father Adam.” 

Justin Martyr, in his exhortation to the Greeks, quotes an 
ancient oracle with approval: ‘* Having made the first of mortals 
and called him Adam.” 

Theophilus, of Antioch, calls Adam “the first man.” 

Adam is termed the “ forefather” (apomdrwp), the “ pro- 
genitor ” (mpdyovos), etc., of the human race, by many of the 
fathers. Thus Eusebius, in the eighth book of the Evangelical 
Preparation, says that God “ signifies every man by the appella- 
tion Adam,” whom he terms, mpdyovos cal mavtwv avOpwrav 
mpotatwp, the progenitor and forefather of all men. 

Theodoret has a lengthy discussion upon the first chapters 
of Genesis, and his language is sometimes very strong ; but it 
would have no force if Adam were not literally the first man and 
the introducer of sin and death to the human race, all which is 
denied by our pre-Adamite author. To declare their belief in 
this relation of Adam, new words were invented, and consider- 
able ingenuity exhibited in constructing phrases and epithets, 
Some of these are not easily translateable, so as to give their 
full force. Adam was dpyéyovos and mpwtoydvos ; the apynyérns 
of our race—its amapyy and fifa: he was mpwro«ticTos, first- 
created of men: he was mpwtom\aoTos, the first-formed. This 
latter designation occurs in the Book of Wisdom, vii. 1: “I 
myself also am a mortal man like to all, and the offspring of him 
that was first-made of the earth.” And again, chap. x. 1: “He 
preserved the first-formed father of the worid that was created 
alone, and brought him out of his fall, and gave him power to 
rule all things.” Ignatius uses the same word in the Epistle to 
the Philippians, sec. 11, where he addresses the devil as the 
crooked serpent, etc., who rose up against the protoplasts, and 
thrust them away from the commandment. Chrysostom uses this 
term over and over again of Adam and Eve, whom Gregory of 
Nyssa designates rpomaropixas Kal Kopupalous hua trootdces. 
Most of these and others will be found in Suicer, Suidas, ete., 
and we may add that similar terms were made use of in the 
Latin and Oriental churches, who uniformly held with us these 
propositions :— 

1. That Adam was the proper name of a man. 

2. That this man Adam was the first of the race. 

3. That he was the father of all the human race. 

4, That his transgression brought sin into the world. 

5. That his sin brought death to our race, and all the 
pain and misery which precede or attend it. 
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6. That therefore there was neither man, nor human sin, 
misery, and death before Adam. 

We have not quoted these things to prove what will not be 
denied—that Jews and Christians have always regarded Adam 
as the first of men, and the father of the race. If the inspired 
penmen taught a different doctrine, there is nothing to shew 
that any suspicion of such doctrine was entertained by their 
readers. 

But there is another formidable objection which we have not 
yet named: it is this. That if Adam saw in six visions the 
works of creation represented, the formation of pre-Adamites 
must have been included. The record alludes to no such human 
beings. They would not be included in the work of either the 
first, second, third, or fourth days, and they are not in the fifth. 
The sixth day’s work relates unquestionably to the creation of 
Adam and Eve. This must be admitted by our author, who says 
that “the Adam,” or “ Adam,” is the peculiar designation of the 
Adamite race and its founder, as distinguished from others. 
Now God said, “ Let us make man (Adam) in our image.” 
“And God created the Adam in his image, in the image of God 
he created him, a male and a female he created them,’’ etc. To 
our mind the conclusion is irresistible, that on the author’s own 
principle there could have been no pre-Adamites. To prevent 
mistake, however, we give his own words :— 


“ Sixthly,—agreeably with what took place when the features of the 
land and sea, and the characters of their animal and vegetable occupants 
were about to become, for the most part, nearly what they now are—that 
cattle and other animals of the land came into view as though brought 
forth by the earth; the representation of these also being similar to that 
ofthe aquatic animals and the birds, and that of the plants; and then 
man, represented by him to whom the revelation was most probably made, 
together with his wife. The words by which the last act of creation is 
introduced we would literally render, ‘ We will make Adam in our image, 
after our likeness ; and they shall have dominion,’ etc.; understanding 
these words (not as the expression of a desire, seemingly addressed to 
ministering angels, as the pseudo-Jonathan supposes, but) as an announce- 
ment made to the seer of the event next to be represented. 

“The Creator is then shewn to be resting ‘from all his work which he 
had made ;’ probably by the disappearance of the earth and the heaven, 
as in St. John’s vision of the eternal sabbath, of which this last portion of 
the revelation is affirmed by St. Paul to be a éype, as we have already 
observed. But this term ‘resting’ is not to be understood in its fullest 
sense ; it is obviously re/ative as well as figurative ; by no means implying 
that those very laws by which continual changes were effected in former 
periods, from the earliest existence of the earth, are not in operation now ; 
but only that since the last recorded act of creation God has originated in 
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our earth ”o new species.—The sixth ‘day ’ may be said to have gradually 
changed into night, a night of extinction, with respect to multitudes of 
its species, remains of which are found with those of species still existing, 
And especially with respect to man, it may be said, agreeably with the 
language of Scripture, that the ‘day’ of his creation has been followed by 
a night, that night of moral darkness in the deepest gloom of which came 
the flood.” 


He has just before stated his opinion that each of the six 
first cosmogonic days was preceded by a figurative night, and 
great successive changes in the physical conditions of the earth, 
and therefore the pre-Adamites can belong to none of the first 
five days, but must be looked for in the sixth. What our author 
finds there is declared in the preceding extract. ‘‘ Man, repre- 
sented by him to whom the revelation was most probably made, 
together with his wife.’ This man and his wife can be no other 
than Adam and Eve, because just below he translates the origi- 
nal, “ We will make Apam in our image, after our likeness, and 
they shall have dominion,” etc. The only human beings whose 
creation was represented were those to whom the promise was 
made, ‘‘ They shall have dominion,” ete. Our author supposes 
there were human beings already existing, and of course that 
they were superior to brutes. He thinks that he can trace the 
movements of many of these pre-Adamites, and by various means 
tells us much about them, and their eventual amalgamation with 
the Adamites, and so forth. He believes the pre-Adamites were 
sinners when Adam was created; he admits the flood, but not 
that it destroyed all men except those with Noah in the ark; 
and he believes that through intermarriages, all nations are now 
of “ one blood ” in an important sense. 

It is of course impossible that in this notice we should take 
up all the questions raised by the volume before us. We shall 
not even undertake to answer at length an enquiry which is 
proposed to the writer in this Journal above alluded to. The 
enquiry is, where we shall find in the genealogy of Genesis x., 
the Negro, the Malay, etc. That writer would answer that many 
varieties and tribes of the human race are not included in the 
enumeration of Moses, or whoever penned that list. He stated, 
that of the descendants of Noah’s three sons the whole earth was 
overspread, and he illustrated that statement by naming such 
nations as his geographical knowledge enabled him to name. 
He did not trace all the offshoots, nor follow all the migrations 
which had taken place, because he was probably unacquainted 
with their existence, and he was not required to know it. It is 
certain, we think, that he did not mention by name all he was 
acquainted with, but only some, to shew their number and variety. 
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With reference to the translation of Genesis ix. 19, while our 
author objects to the one given in the Authorized Version, we 
would render it, “ These three are the sons of Noah; and from 
these was all the earth dispersed.” This however is not English ; 
and it must mean that they were dispersed over the whole earth. 
We do not object to the explanation, ‘the people of the whole 
known earth,” because it would imply that the inspired writer 
knew of no other men. This, again, is fatal to our author’s 
theory ; for, 1—he finds numerous references to races not de- 
scended from Adam in the sacred text; and 2—he himself finds 
such races in many places of the earth known to the writer of 
Genesis ; nay, 8—he finds Adamites and non-Adamites living 
together, and intermarrying before the flood as well as after.’ 

A keen criticism would make sad havoc with the arguments 
of this book ; yet it is very interesting. Its author is a diligent 
and painstaking student, and a man who reveres the sacred 
volume. From beginning to end we have seen nothing to irri- 
tate even the susceptible nerves of an orthodox reviewer, who 
has not the smallest particle of sympathy with its leading theories. 
The reasoning’ is frequently ingenious, and the arguments are 
often skilfully illustrated, so that it is very possible that super- 
ficial readers will be occasionally puzzled. Let them remember, 
however, that men as well endowed in every respect, both in 
head and heart, have advocated and defended the old fashioned 
opinion, which regards the first chapters of Genesis as a simply 
historical narrative, not a myth, nor the record of visions, but a 
narrative of facts, the knowledge of which we owe to Divine in- 
spiration. Let them remember that other theories equally 
ingenious have been propounded, but that men have always 
returned to the ancient faith. And let them bear in mind that 
there is no necessity for such a hypothesis as the one we have 
considered, nor any advantage in it. 

B. H. C. 





¢ Our author fancies that Africa was the abode of some of the primitive races, 
and thinks he can trace the stream of their migrations thence. In our opinion 
he has, like some others, mistaken the direction of the streams, or regarded their 
direction as pointing to the actual locality of their sources. We can admit no- 
thing of this kind as demonstration. 
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THE ATONEMENT.” 


Tue subject of the Atonement has given rise to unhallowed 
speculation, not only on the part of those who rejected the 
Christian system, but of those who have been most zealous in 
maintaining it. In both cases the evil has arisen from the 
assumptions of false philosophy. It is a subject in the consi- 
deration of which that of the nature of the Deity is involved, and of 
another which still remains distressingly mysterious,—the nature 
of evil as connected with the Divine government. That the 
unaided reason of man should fail in the attempt to solve all the 
probiems relating to the former, is regarded as a thing of course 
by all who have taken a rational view of the limits of the human 
faculties ; and that it has made no progress whatever in remoy- 
ing the dark cloud which rests upon the latter, is, if possible, 
still more apparent. Yet both these subjects would seem to be 
of unbounded practical importance: the man who neglects to 
avail himself of any real light which may be thrown upon them 
is a fool of the worst sort; the man who studies them from 
mere philosophical curiosity is scarcely less fatuous. 

It is exactly the misery in which creation is involved from 
the inscrutable curse of evil, which has led to interference on 
the part of the Deity with the course of nature, in making 
himself known more definitely than reason could have taught, 
and in throwing as much light on the evil of our condition as 
was needful—not to satisfy our curiosity, or even to remove 
all the pain with which we contemplate it, but to supply and 
make manifest the means of remedying that evil. Not only is 
the Atonement exclusively a doctrine of revelation, though 
beautifully in harmony with right reason when that reason is 
simply receptive, but the whole subject of revelation may be said 
to be the Atonement. In nothing has the universal heart of 
man been more “darkened” than in its conceptions and feelings 
in reference to the moral nature of Him in whom we “ live aud 
move and are.” While all the most ancient terms—those which 
make the nearest approach to what was originally true—which 





“ The Sacrifices of Holy Scripture. Clark’s Foreign Theological Library. 
Third Series. Vol. VI. Hengtenberg’s Commentary on Ecclesiastes, ete. 1860. 
The Work of Christ; or, the World reconciled to God. Sermons preached at 
Christ Church, St. Marylebone. With a Preface on the Atonement Contro- 
versy. By the Rev. J. Llewelyn Davies, M.A., Rector of Christ Church, St. 
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designate the supreme Governor, appear to indicate a Being in 
whom ‘there is no darkness at all,” shewing that the original 
conception of Him was one in which his creatures could delight ; 
the result of human depravity, wherever fresh light has not 
been Divinely given, has been to ascribe the darkest features of 
human nature to the Deity, and to convert the worship of Him 
into a real devovdarpovia. 

The result has been the widest possible separation between 
God and his intelligent creatures. Not only have the lusts of 
the flesh in their grosser forms led to ungodliness; not only 
they who are thus “ corrupt and have done abominable works ” 
have said in their heart, “There is no God ;” but the “ foolish 
heart” of man has become still more “ darkened” by vain 
imaginings ; and civilization itself, where Divine communica- 
tions have not been received, or have not been heeded, has 
constantly given birth to the most monstrous forms of wicked- 
ness: nay, the sunlight of heaven, where it has not given life, 
has made the corrupting mass still more putrescent. 

The whole object of revelation, then, is to cure the disorders 
of human nature by bringing men nearer to the source of spi- 
ritual health. No man will ever live soberly and righteously— 
be a blessing to himself and those about him, except in propor- 
tion as he is a godly man,—in proportion as he thinks and feels 
rightly respecting Him in whose image man was created, and in 
the likeness to whom is the perfection of his being. To bring 
this state of things about is the ultimate aim of all God’s deal- 
ings with mankind; and the system of revelation contains a 
record, if not complete, at least sufficient for its purpose, of 
what these dealings have been. If the right conception of his- 
tory in general is, that it is not a mere collection of facts related 
chronologically or otherwise, but (according to the radical mean- 
ing of icropeiv) an enquiry after principles which have been de- 
veloped in the course of events, the history presented in Holy 
Scripture is perfect in its kind. But it is more than this; the 
events which it records are such as have been brought about 
under the special guidance and sometimes by the direct interfer- 
ence of Divine Providence, for the purpose of conducting to 
certain results; they have been selected from a special portion 
of human history, so that the field which they occupy may not 
be too large for human contemplation, and may concentrate the 
lessons intended to be conveyed. These lessons have not been 
left to be deduced by reason merely ; they have been definitively 
and authoritatively taught by the wisdom which selected the 
materials. 

If the earnest and deep-thinking Ewald, in his Geschichte 
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Israel’s, had but recognized the presence of Deity in the whole 
course of that history, instead of ascribing, as modern Hebrews 
absurdly do, its abnormal peculiarities to something specially 
divine in the nature of that people, his work would have been 
of unrivalled value in pointing out the Divine principles involved 
in that history, in shewing how every step of it led to the 
Atonement. So far from the race of Israel beimg distinguished 
from the rest of mankind by their natural tendency to what 
was good, it would almost appear from the divinely-guided pen 
of their own writers that they were selected from the rest of 
mankind as being one of the worst specimens of human nature, 
to shew what the power of Divine grace could do, and to shew 
what St. Paul humbly speaks of in reference to himself: “ For 
this cause I obtained mercy, that in me first (as the chief of 
sinners) Christ might shew forth all long suffering.” The 
Saviour of mankind encountered the evil of human nature in 
its most desperate form when he operated for its cure on the 
Jewish people, who had become more corrupt than any other 
people could be, by having become more and more obdurate 
under the means of grace; and when, after the appliances of 
ages had been ineffectual, the remedy was found in the heart of 
Judaism itself, the problem would be of comparatively easy 
solution for the rest of mankind. 

But in considering the nature of the crisis presented in the 
Atonement, our solemn conviction is, that if we would avoid 
becoming “in wandering mazes lost,’ we must absolutely 
commit ourselves to the Divine account of the matter; there is 
no rational medium between following implicitly the speculative 
devices of our own hearts, and taking the Word of God as our 
necessary guide-book in every step of the enquiry. In these 
remarks we have nothing to say to the man who rejects revela- 
tion as such, except this, that we believe it to be a dictate of 
right reason which leads our reason to bow to Divine instruc- 
tion on such a subject as that before us; and that though there 
are on this subject difficulties which revelation does not solve, 
they are infinitely less than those among which the wayward 
intellect is sure to lose itself. If there is any one subject to 
which a maxim of Calvin (sadly neglected by himself) especially 
applies, Hic obmutescere oportet tam dicaces alioqui linguas, it 
is that about which the ancient prophets “ enquired and searched 
diligently,” and which the “angels desire to look into,”—the 
sufferings of Christ and their glorious results, tas peta Tadra 
do£as. 

And in speaking of Calvin we are led to remark, that with 
all the reverence which Melancthon and Luther and Calvin 





XUM 


— oo 2 Se ae 











1860.] The Atonement. 137 


professed for Scripture, the two former began, and Calvin con- 
tinued, in false assumptions which distorted their view of the 
nature and truth of God as exhibited in his Word. It is con- 
fessed with regard to Calvin by those who have endeavoured to 
soften down the blasphemous parts of his system, that “ there 
was a coldness and harshness in Calvin’s mind which sometimes 
led him to regard as objects of mere intellect those things which 
could not but deeply move the feelings of those minds who are 
differently constituted.’ All that is really revealed of the Divine 
nature and government was obscured in the mind of Calvin by 
the dark determinism through which he studied the Word of 
God. It was not, it could not be, the God of revelation, to 
whom the mind of Calvin was directed, when he ascribed to 
Him a decree which he himself calls horrible, according to which 
the fall and all its consequences were the result of an influential 
appointment which secured its own accomplishment ; ideo pres- 
civit quia decreto suo sic ordinaret. If Calvin ever delighted in 
God, and we have no doubt he did, it must have been when he 
was looking off from his own creation to the God of the Bible. 
It is in the spirit of that joyless theory that Calvin, and still 
more those followers of his who have exaggerated the worst parts 
of his system, speak of the Divine emotions in the most anthro- 
pomorphic sense, and in terms which, if strictly interpreted, 
would divest the Atonement of all real benevolence on the part 
of God the Father. 

Yet, on the other hand, we very much doubt whether the 
representations of the Divine nature which have been made, 
especially of late, by theorists of an opposite side, and which are 
equally unscriptural, are not at least equally mischievous in their 
tendency with the stern theology of Calvin. To a certain extent 
it is a wholesome thing to regard with dread the violation of 
God’s law ; to associate sin with misery ; and to believe that the 
infliction of punishment which nature provides, and the self- 
condemnation which conscience proclaims, are His dispensations 
who guides the sequences of the natural and moral world. That 
in the course of the special history which has been divinely 
supplied to us, direct and preternatural interferences of a puni- 
tive kind have often appeared, no believer in revelation can 
doubt. But the natural consequences of vice, traced in all their 
extent, and especially in their continuance and development 
into a future state of being, are far more dreadful than an 
which history records as coming immediately from the hand of 
God; so that if the “wrath to come” were no other than the 
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unmitigated evil of an absolutely ruined moral nature, the future 
punishment of the irreclaimably wicked would need no direct 
infliction to make it equal to all which is predicted of it. ‘There 
is no absurdity,” says Butler, “in supposing future punishment 
may follow wickedness of course, as we speak, or in the way of 
natural consequence from God’s original constitution of the 
world, from the nature He has given us and from the condition 
in which He places us:” “and (says he) when things come to 
pass according to the course of nature, this does not hinder 
them from being his doing who is the God of nature; and the 
Scripture ascribes those punishments to Divine justice which are 
known to be natural, and which must be called so when distin- 
guished from such as are miraculous.” It is right therefore, 
and a truth the full force of which it is wholesome to feel, that 
there is an awful side of the Divine nature and government to 
which the guilty are naturally exposed. And in the absence or 
imperfect working of those more generous motives to obedience 
which the Gospel supplies, the fear and the ultimate certainty 
of punishment, of the “wrath of God revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men,” though it 
may not be effectual in engendering positive virtue, may “ give 
the sinner pause,” and cut off part of the entail of crime; or 
—which is its intended effect—may dispose the sinner to listen 
to terms of mercy. But even when those more generous mo- 
tives are present, seeing they are always imperfect in degree 
during our present state, the dread of consequences is whole- 
some, and it will not diminish our love to our Saviour God to 
feel that He is at irreconcilable enmity with that which is our 
most dreadful foe, and the devoutest Christian will pray “ that 
we may love and dread Thee.” But for mortals still sinful to 
speculate on the Divine nature in the sole aspect of it in which 
“God is love,” or rather to contemplate one only of the ele- 
ments which constitute that love itself,—one only of the colours 
which harmoniously constitute that holy light ; to speak of the 
love of God as an indiscriminating passion overbearing all con- 
siderations of moral evil, as though it were a universal com- 
placency ; is to ascribe to the Deity one of the forms of human 
weakness which is often dangerous to the object of it, and which 
lowers the subject of it in the estimation of the wise. The love 
of God is the love, not of a fond but of a faithful parent, and 
“the fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom ;” it is, as 
St. Augustine says, the medicamentum of the soul, while the 
“perfect love ” which “ casteth out fear” is “ health itself.” 

At any rate, no man who is willing to regulate his human 
notions on this subject by what God has been pleased to reveal 
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respecting himself, will look to either of these extremes as con- 
stituting the moral nature of Deity. The Word of God no 
more represents him as absolute love in the anthropopathic 
sense, than it exhibits him as absolute justice, like that from 
which a human magistrate cannot depart by the exercise of 
mercy. In fact, throughout the sacred volume, the moral nature 
of Deity is exhibited in an harmonious combination of truth 
and love. The representation contained in Ps. Ixxxv. 10, is one 
which occurs passim in the Old Testament, and is often referred 
to in the Christian Scriptures. Here the two attributes of the 
Divine nature are most beautifully represented as coming in op- 
posite directions to the most perfect union, na7on, “ meet each 
other,” where ton is tender mercy, and nx is integrity, as op- 
posed to what is false ; and, by an inverted parallelism, the same 
attributes under different names, os pz, “kiss each other’s 
lips,” where pz is the sterner virtue, and me is that which speaks 
peace; used, as Gesenius says, as an address, des Trostes an 
Fiirchtende. Mercy and truth, light and truth (for God, who 
is love, is light), are constantly blended to represent the Divine 
nature as revealed to man. In fact, the word ducacocvvn itself, 
as used in Scripture, combines the idea of goodness with that of 
integrity. This twin attribute was inscribed on the breastplate 
which was placed on the heart of him who symbolized the great 
Mediator; and with the same idea, the “ Father of lights” is 
represented as subject to no variableness, as joining the Thum- 
mim with the Urim, and bestowing only what is good and per- 
fect. So also the perfection of human character, the likeness to 
Christ, is declared to be the combination of the same attributes. 
The Ephesians were to grow up unto Christ, attain Christian 
perfection by the union of truth and love, aAnOevovtes év aydrrn. 
We know not how that mind is constituted, or rather, we cannot 
think it to be in a right condition, which does not perceive in 
this scriptural image of God the perfection of virtue, and does 
not delight in it as such. The integrity of the Deity, his faith- 
fulness to his word, is that which gives a sterling value to his 
benevolence. When it is said, “in him there is no darkness at 
all,’ it is declared that there is the utter absence of what is 
false as well as of what is malignant. When the Divine benevo- 
lence pours forth its promises, ravishes the heart with the ex- 
pectation of good, in which there is to be “ the fulness of joy,” 
what is to assure us that these promises are precious as well as 
great, but our being able to say, “ Hath he said it, and will he 
not do it? hath he promised, and will he not make it good?” 
And when He who loves mankind has in his faithful goodness 
shewn himself the enemy of sin, and uttered denunciations 
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against that violation of nature which tends to ruin,—denuncia- 
tions which are at least expressed in terms of displeasure ; when, 
in short, to use the language of Scripture itself, “the wrath of 
God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and un- 
righteousness of men,” we expect beyond all doubt that some- 
thing will come of it which will fully establish the truth of 
God, as confidently as we believe that all his promises will be 
fulfilled. 

Now it has been the universal conviction of Catholic Chris- 
tianity that this twin attribute of Deity has been supremely 
manifested in the Atonement by Jesus Christ; although, as we 
have said, speculations on the rationale of the Atonement have 
passed far beyond what Scripture warrants, and have been 
pushed to conclusions which Scripture contradicts, and from 
which right reason recoils, yet the statements of Scripture are 
so copious, its language is so plain and harmoniously definite, 
in declaring the fact that the crimes of human nature procured 
the death of God’s dear Son, and that his passion was in some 
way efficacious in averting the impending ruin from the race of 
men; that both orthodox Christians and infidels have agreed in 
regarding this as the “ particular system of Christianity.” In 
defending this system as against the infidel, Bishop Butler has 
stated, with the caution which such a defence required, the re- 
ceived doctrine of the “redemption of the world by the Me- 
diator.” He says, “Had the laws, the general laws of God’s 
government, been permitted to operate, without any interposi- 
tion on our behalf, the future punishment, for aught we know 
to the contrary, or have any reason to think, must inevitably 
have followed, notwithstanding anything we could have done to 
prevent it.” And the most important step of this interposition 
he states to be, that “ Christ offered himself a propitiatory sacri- 
fice, and made atonement for the sins of the world.” He gives 
this as the sense which both the advocates and the opponents of 
the Christian system derived from the documents in which that 
system is authoritatively given. And the more the whole system 
of revelation is examined, of which in fact the sufferings of 
Christ and the glory which should follow is the nucleus ; whether 
Scripture be occupied with “that which the Spirit of Christ did 
signify,” which was in the ancient prophets, or with the divinely. 
ordered symbolism of the ancient Church, or with the history of 
its eclaircissement in the New Testament, or with the reflex 
reference to the whole theme in the Christian sacrament,— 
which was at the same time the dvauvnous of the Lord, and the 
xatayyeria of his passion—the more impossible will it be found 
to derive from it anything less than a tragical conception of the 
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crisis in the human history, which was involved in the Re- 
deemer’s passion. Wherever and by whomsoever of the sacred 
writers this interposition is spoken of, the idea is the same. Our 
Lord himself says, ‘The Son of Man came to give his life a 
ransom for many.” He set before the minds of his disciples 
distinctly, by opening up the Scriptures, Svavotywy Kal trapari- 
Oéwevos, that his passion was a Divine necessity (Acts xvii. 3). 
The Baptist proclaimed him as the Lamb of God that taketh 
away the sin of the world. St. Paul, in his most elaborate 
statement of the Christian system, reiterates the same idea: 
“ All have sinned, and come short of the glory of God, being 
justified freely by his grace, through the redemption which is in 
Christ Jesus, whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation 
through faith in his blood.” “Who was delivered for our 
offences ” (Rom. iii. 23, 25). “In due time Christ died for the 
ungodly ;” “we were justified by his blood” (Rom. v. 6, 10). 
“Tn that he died, he died unto sin once for all” (Rom. vii. 10), 
compared with Heb. ix. 27, 28; “As it is appointed to men 
once to die, and after death the judgment, so also Christ was 
once for all offered to bear the sins of many.” St. Peter ap- 
plies in its literal sense the language of Isaiah liii. to the Atone- 
ment made by Christ; and St. John, who dwells with rapture 
on the love of God, speaks of the “blood of Jesus Christ his 
Son, as that which cleanseth us from all sin,’ and of Christ 
Himself as our iAacyos. Now we have here, and in many 
other statements to the same effect, not a passage or two taken 
out of its connexion, and which, either with or without the 
help of the context, may be explained away; it is the constant 
theme of revelation where revelation is most absolutely Divine, 
and its constant testimony is—which seems as if it must be un- 
mistakeable by all who were willing to attend to it—that the 
passion of Christ was in itself effectual in altering the relations 
between a holy and righteous Governor, and a race of beings 
who had ruined themselves and become obnoxious to penalties 
which the faithfulness of Divine goodness had denounced. This 
testimony teaches us (to use the words of Butler), that “the 
Son of God interposed in such a manner as was necessary and 
effectual to prevent that execution of justice upon sinners which 
God had appointed should otherwise have been exercised upon 
them ; or in such a manner as to prevent that punishment from 
actually following which, according to the general laws of 
Divine government, must have followed the sins of the world, 
had it not been for such interposition.” But it also teaches us 
that this interposition, in one aspect of it, was that of substitu- 
tion. Whatever the natural or appointed consequences of human 
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guilt may be called, whether we designate them punishment or 
not, the language of Scripture enforces the idea that they fell 
on him who interposed. The language of prophecy on this 
subject is reiterated and emphatically sanctioned in the New 
Testament; “ He was wounded for our transgressions, he was 
bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement of our peace (by 
which our reconciliation was effected), was upon him, and with 
his stripes we are healed.” While St. Paul says, wapedo0n Sia 
Ta TapaTT@pata Huav, St. Peter aays, he gave himself up to 
him who judgeth righteously, wapedidov to xpivovte SiKxaiws; 
and the apostle goes on to declare what this rapddocts was,— 
“Who bore our sins in his own body on the tree.” 

We are plainly taught that by these means a change was 
made in the aspect with which man was regarded ; that whereas, 
apart from this interference on the part of the Son of God, the 
attitude of the Divine government is represented to us by the 
term dpyn, men “ were by nature children of wrath,” the result 
of it is represented by (AdoxeoOau, in which Christ by his work 
is the ‘Aacpos, or reconciliation. ‘The apostles speak of recon- 
ciliation through the death, the sacrifice of Christ, with so great 
a strength of simplicity, and with so much emphasis, that it is 
impossible to attach a mere symbolical meaning to their words. 
Where a real dpy7 of the holy God is spoken of, there (Adoxec- 
Oat (in which God becomes ews, so that he manifests €d«os in- 
stead of opyy), is to be taken literally. The Old Testament 
offerings were symbolical, and on this account typical, but the 
sacrifice of Christ had actual reality, immediate and eternal 
efficacy.’” 

We cannot see how it is possible that any honest and intelli- 
gent man, who really admits the authority of Scripture, can 
help perceiving, from the whole harmonious account of the sub- 
ject thus much, that the passion of the Messiah was an event 
of unspeakable importance in its nature and results; that it 
formed a most solemn and mysterious crisis in the history of the 
Divine proceedings, in which a pre-eminently supernatural in- 
terference turned the current of human destinies; that the Son 
of God received upon his own person the “ condemnation,” 
whatever may be included in that term, which would otherwise 
have ruined the race of man; and that the result of it was, 
“there is now no condemnation to them which are in Christ 
Jesus.” The object and the effect of it was to “ destroy the 
works of the devil ;” to undo the mischief which had been done 
upon human nature and the human race by the evil one, in pro- 
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ducing estrangement between man and God; and, in short, to 
manifest in Christ and his cross a fountain head of life and 
health, as the first transgressor was a fountain bead of disease 
and death. Such are the facts of the case, as Divinely and un- 
mistakeably declared, and as always understood by the univer- 
sal Church; and though reason, in the obedient reception of 
them, will increasingly perceive their harmony with its purest 
dictates, reason can discover nothing beyond them, and must 
feel, as long as she sees through a glass darkly, that there are 
obscurities in the background of them which she cannot pene- 
trate. Every right-thinking man must feel as Diisterdieck ex- 
presses himself, that ‘to understand the side of the matter 
which relates to God, the blessed harmony immanent in his 
holy being of the righteousness which required the sacrifice on 
the part of the Son, and of the grace which gave him up as an 
offering for enemies, is a mystery which will be given to be- 
lievers to understand only then when they see God himself.” 
“Tf the Scripture has,” says Bishop Butler, “as surely it has, 
left this matter of the satisfaction of Christ mysterious, left 
somewhat in it unrevealed, all conjectures about it must be, if 
not evidently absurd, yet at least uncertain. . . . Some have en- 
deavoured to explain the efficacy of what Christ has done and 
suffered for us, beyond what the Scripture has authorized ; 
others, probably because they could not explain it, have been 
for taking it away, and confining his office as Redeemer of the 
world to his instruction, example, and government of the 
Church. Whereas the doctrine of the Gospel appears to be, not 
ouly that he taught the efficacy of repentance, but rendered it 
of the efficacy of which it is by what he did and suffered for us.” 

In the generally excellent treatise of Dr. Dewar on the 
Atonement, he does not appear to be of Bishop Butler’s mind as 
to the existence of this mystery. He says :— 


“ T entirely concur in the opinion that the Atonement in its nature and 
principle is not one of those mysteries that are still hid in the Divine mind, 
and which it is not within our province at all to explore; but that there 
are statements and representations in God’s word, such as warrant our 
speaking about it even with some measure of explicit understanding; in 
what way it is that by the substitutionary sufferings of such a Mediator, 
Jehovah so manifests his righteousness for the remission of sins as that 
he may justify the ungodly in full consistency with the maintenance of its 
claims, and even to the augmentation of its honour; and on what ground 
consequently it is that such Atonement was necessary. Accordingly I 
have attempted to establish its hypothetical necessity.” 


He then complains of the vagueness and indefiniteness of 
the language we have given from Butler, and says :— 
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“ It is remarkable that so acute a writer should have mistaken the 
object and design of the Atonement. This was the occasion of his ob- 
scurity and indecision respecting its nature. In place of viewing it as set 
forth in Scripture as the divine method of declaring the righteousness of 
God in the bestowment of forgiveness ; a method by which the honour of 
the law and of the lawgiver is maintained and magnified, while the sinner 
is pardoned and saved; the Atonement is regarded as having an efficacy 
to put sinners into a capacity of salvation by imparting virtue to their 
repentance; and thus in place of saving them as the foundation of their 
acceptance with God, it only puts them into a capacity to save them- 
selves; and instead of meriting their salvation, it gives a meritorious 
virtue to their repentance. With such a mistaken apprehension of the 
object and design of the Atonement, we need not wonder at the confusion 
and difficulty felt by this eminent author.” 


Now, in the first place, with regard to the mystery, the un- 
revealed arcana of God’s judgments, which Bishop Butler felt 
to exist in relation to this subject, we do not believe that he 
would think it in the slightest degree cleared by Dr. Dewar’s 
“hypothetical necessity.” He would, we suspect, feel that in 
giving the rationale of the subject which is common to a parti- 
cular school, Dr. Dewar was dving little more than multiplying 
words without knowledge. He might still say, “I do not find 
that Scripture has explained it ;” for he would not recognize 
Dr. Dewar’s reasoning as either scriptural or logical, as thus :— 


“No satisfaction for sin was sufficient, less than that which was ren- 
dered by Christ. No atonement could be accepted unless it were pro- 
portionable to the wrong which had been done, and to the infinite majesty 
of the Most High. If it fell short of these ends, it would have fallen 
infinitely short of them; and the same reasons which rendered it neces- 
sary that an Atonement should be made, rendered it necessary that such 
an Atonement should not be accepted. Nothing of less value than the 
atoning sacrifice of Christ could attain the ends which rendered full satis- 
faction for one sin necessary ; but there was to be removed the guilt of a 
great multitude which no man could number who had rebelled against a 
holy God, who had attempted to bring dishonour on his government, and 
who had alienated their hearts from his worship and service.” 


Often as this sort of language has been used, it really has no 
meaning. What is meant by the value of the sacrifice of Christ 
in this connexion? Was the suffering and death of God’s dear 
Son a gain to the Father so valuable as to compensate for any- 
thing he had lost? What is meant by the satisfuction for sin? 
What sort of an equation is that which puts the sufferings of an 
infinite Being on one side, and infinite guilt on the other? At 
any rate, there is not one word in Scripture which leads to such 
an incongruous calculation of infinites. 
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But again, Dr. Dewar ascribes to the alleged error of the 
bishop in not adopting this theory, what he calls his “ obscurity 
and indecision,” his “confusion and difficulty respecting the 
nature of the Atonement.”’ We must express our surprise at the 
manner in which Dr. Dewar has allowed himself to misrepresent 
Butler’s statement; that statement is, that Christ “not only 
taught the efficacy of repentance, but rendered it of the efficacy of 
which it is by what he did and suffered for us.’ Whereas the 
doctor represents it thus: “In place of saving them as the founda- 
tion of their acceptance with God (!), it only puts them into a capa- 
city 4o save themselves ; and instead of meriting their salvation, 
it gives a meritorious virtue to their repentance.” Now does Dr. 
Dewar mean to say that by means of what Christ has done and 
suffered repentance is not efficacious ? For what is repentance ? 
Isit not a return to obedience and all the fruits of it which is the 
great object of God’s dispensations ; the conciliation of the heart 
of man to God being is that part of Atonement which relates to 
man? Bishop Butler had urged that supposing a sinner to have 
undergone this change of moral direction, there was no reason 
to suppose that it would of itself undo the mischief which had 
been done; that it would have had any efficacy in procuring 
pardon for the past, and preventing the punishment due to it in 
the order of God’s providence. But in Christ Jesus repentance 
has this efficacy, not from any merit belonging to it, but by 
virtue of what Christ has done and suffered. Where is there a 
single word in this statement which speaks of a sinner saving 
himself by his repentance, or which ascribes any inherent meri- 
torious virtue to it? What Dr. Dewar means by the work of 
Christ saving men as the foundation of their acceptance with 
God we cannot understand, at least in any sense consistent with 
orthodoxy. To be saved is to be made safe objectively and to 
be cured subjectively, and if this result is the foundation of our 
acceptance with God, the person accepted as saved is accepted 
on his own account; whereas God through Christ accepts the 
guilty, and this acceptance is the objective part of their salva- 
tion. It is not the first time we have observed that theologians 
of Dr. Dewar’s way of thinking have missed the sense, and 
misrepresented the doctrine of writers like Bishop Butler, who 
have not dared to speculate beyond what Scripture has re- 
vealed. 

But his reply to the surmises of such men as Macknight, 
that “the death of Christ was not necessary to the salvation of 
men,” that other ways of salvation were possible, is the right 
one, and very much like what Bishop Butler would have given. 
He says :— 
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“If the question be still pressed, Could not the Deity have adopted 
some other method equally excellent in itself and equally efficacious of the 
object? I reply, that the supposition is a presumptuous intrusion into a 
province altogether out of our reach. Might not the question be end- 
lessly repeated after every hypothesis? Under the administration of Him 
whose knowledge, wisdom, and rectitude are infinite, the method adopted 
must be best, and therefore it is the only method that could be adopted. 
No other scheme than that which is best is possible.” 


This @ priori reason is all-sufficient, and Dr. Dewar only 
weakens his argument when he attempts to assign other reasons 
by shewing how this method was the best. With a few excep- 
tions of the kind we have mentioned, arising as we conceive 
from dwelling too much on one side of the Christian system, we 
heartily recommend this work as a valuable addition to our lite- 
rature on the subject. We had, indeed, hoped to find in it 
some reference to what we must call a dangerous heresy of 
modern times, the authors of which have become so popular, 
that a cause of extreme inherent weakness is recommended by 
the prestige of their reputation; but in this hope we have been 
disappointed. Perhaps the heavy armed soldiery of the North 
cannot well bring their weapons to bear upon the unsubstantial 
forms of southern scepticism. 

If Dr. Dewar, on the one hand, believes that the arcana of 
the Atonement may be to some extent penetrated by human 
reason, he looks upon them with awe and speaks of them with 
reverence. Mr. Llewelyn Davies, on the other hand, who 
assumes to be one of the leaders of a new school, regards all the 
difficulties which have been felt on the subject, and the reverent 
sense of them, as only an unhealthy incubus which, till the mani- 
festation of this new wisdom, had stopped the breath and op- 
pressed the heart of the universal Church. According to him 
there is no mystery at all about the matter, and therefore no 
effort is needed to shew how plain it is. The afflicted Church 
has only to open its eyes and listen to a few cheering words from 
him, and the darkness is past. While, however, discussing Mr. 
Davies’s popular sermons on the Work of Christ, we will not, we 
dare not imitate his levity, on account both of the gravity of the 
subject, and the importance of the interests which we feel to be 
endangered by the extent to which this school has gained the 
public ear. 

It is evident that the cross of Christ—all which Christianity 
has ever meant by it—is a real stumbling-block to these men. 
Respectfully as they feel themselves obliged in common decency 
to speak about it, they do not in the least know what to do 
with it; and they are fain to hide it away by a cloud of their 
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peculiar language. Its awful meaning is not to be set aside by 
more solid arguments, or a more exact interpretation of Scrip- 
ture, but to be exploded as a prejudice. What Mr. Davies 
means to say and to do on this subject, and the calibre of his 
logic, is plainly exhibited in his first sermon. The text of it is 
taken from Luke vii. 42: ‘“ When they had nothing to pay, he 
frankly forgave them both.” He takes these words as contain- 
ing a complete account of the terms on which forgiveness is 
granted. “One would think,” says he, “ that we are on safe 
ground here. It would seem that the freest forgiveness of sin of 
which our human experience gives us any couception, is what 
our Lord would have us believe in as proceeding from our hea- 
venly Father.” 

Would any body but Mr. Davies or Mr. Maurice have the 
thoughtlessness or the effrontery to take a portion of the drapery 
of a parable, as constituting “safe ground” for determining a 
question like this? Might he not as safely have taken the 
words, “The lord commended the unjust steward,” as ground 
for shewing that the artful dodge of villany is commendable? 
In fact, the words of Mr. Davies’s text furnish equally “safe 
ground ” for concluding that, for the freest forgiveness of sins, 
there is no need of repentance and amendment of life; that free 
forgiveness is what the sinner may always reckon upon, whether 
he asks it repentently or not, however great his crimes, and 
however persevering his rebellion; for not one word is said 
about this in the parable any more than there is about the con- 
siderations on which forgiveness is granted. Mr. Davies’s doc- 
trine, as derived from this text, is that forgiveness is, under all 
circumstances, the normal attitude of the Divine mind. Thus 
he says :— 


“T have taken the words of my text, ‘ When they had nothing to pay,’ 
with the design of asking you, my Christian brethren, to consider solemnly 
what truth of God we are affirming, and what error may be mixed up 
with it when we utter the word Atonement. It is quite familiar to you that 
avery prevalent usage of the word calls up, not the great fact of recon- 
ciliation, but a theory of the condition which enabled God the Father to be 
reconciled to us and to forgive us our sins. JZ mean to protest against that 
theory ; but for no reason more strongly than for this, that it tends to 
cloud and confuse the one Divine Gospel, that in the Son of God we have 
redemption, even the forgiveness of sins.” 


He assumes, in fact, that the word Atonement means, and 
ought to mean, nothing else than the actual state of things im- 
plied by the term forgiveness. But, as according to him, it has 
been associated with false ideas, he would prefer to drop the 
term altogether, and substitute for it the word reconciliation. 
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But let us examine this device of Mr. Davies to get rid of the 
very name of a doctrine which is distasteful to him. The word 
Atonement occurs but once in the English New Testament, and 
there it answers to the word «atadXayy, which is elsewhere ren- 
dered by reconciliation ; but that word is of very frequent occur- 
rence in the Old Testament, and there it signifies beyond dispute 
not only the fact of reconciliation, but the means by which that 
reconciliation is brought about. Indeed, it will, we think, be 
found that in the Old Testament it marks chiefly the process of 
reconciliation, as though under the old covenant the result had 
not been perfectly obtained. The word é&AacOai or €&i\do- 
xeoOat is in constant use for the Hebrew 2, ¢o cover a fault. 
It denotes the process by which, or upon which, forgiveness is 
declared according to the Divine appointment. But in the New 
Testament, though this propitiation is sometimes mentioned b 
name under the terms (Aacpds and iAdoxeo@a, and the histo- 
rical fact of its accomplishment by Christ is everywhere referred 
to with the utmost emphasis, yet the state of things now brought 
about or provided for is represented by the word xatad\Xayy or 
reconciliation. But this word xatadXayyn and katadrdocew, 
which Mr. Davies would make identical with Atonement in his 
sense of the fact of the forgiveness of sins, refers chiefly if not 
entirely to what the Atonement has provided for in regard to 
the moral condition of man; it is doubtful whether it refers to 
the state of the Divine mind at all. And this conciliation of 
guilty and alienated man, is constantly ascribed to Christ and 
his death as the efficient cause. Thus (Rom. v. 10) we were 
reconciled to God, catnAXaynper, by the death of his Son, through 
whom we have now received the reconciliation, tiv KatadXayn ; 
and in that strong strong statement (2 Cor. v. 18, 20), “God 
has reconciled us to himself by Jesus Christ . .. We pray you in 
Christ’s stead be ye reconciled to God, for he hath made him 
who knew no sin to be sin for us, that we might become the 
righteousness of God in him.” We have the same idea, though 
expressed in different language, in Eph. ii. 13, 14: “ But now in 
Christ Jesus, ye who once were afar off (having no hope and no 
God in the world) are made nigh by the blood of Christ, for he is 
our peace.” Even though it were true that the doctrine of the 
Atonement contains only the one idea of the absolutely free and 
unconditional forgiveness of sins on the part of God, Mr. 
Davies has no right to borrow a term to express this doctrine 
which is used in Scripture to denote a very different thing. 

If he had merely endeavoured to free the genuine scriptural 
and Catholic doctrine from misconceptions which belong to what 
we may call the vulgar theology—if he had shewn that the 
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misanthropopathic terms in which the attitude of the Divine 
mind, apart from the work of Christ, is sometimes spoken of, 

are quite unwarrantable, he might have done good service ; but 
he has most uncandidly endeay oured to impress his hearers with 
the belief that there is no medium between adopting these de- 
formities of the doctrine and rejecting it altogether. All which 
Mr. Davies contends for on the side of the Divine benevolence 
is maintained as strongly by all sound divines, and sustained by 
arguments of which his superficial scheme is destitute: that the 
love of God is the beginning, the middle, and the end of the 
whole process of man’s salvation; that that love was most 
divinely manifested in the self-sacrifice which, on the part of 
the Father as well as of his beloved Son, was involved in the 
painful means adopted for our deliverance; and that this love 
thus manifested is the effectual motive, under the mysterious 
“inspiration of the Holy Spirit,” by which the believer is warmed 
“perfectly to love him, and worthily to magnify his holy name.” 
Whatever Mr. Davies may profess about the influence of the love 
of God, as he contemplates that attribute, he cannot, consistently 
with his assumptions, feel that delight in him which they express 
who speak of “ him who hath loved us and given himself for us ;” 
or ascribe to him the height of glory which they do who sing 
“Unto him that hath loved us and washed us from our sins in 
his own blood.” This is language which Mr. Davies deprives of 
all real meaning by ascribing to it the utmost extravagance of 
metaphor. 

It is not a mere “theory of the Atonement” against which 
he is contending; it is against the true inter pretation of a large 
mass of Scripture which all appears to say the same thing in the 
most simple and emphatic language. He feels, of course, that 
his success in this endeavour requires that he should explain 
away the meaning of that Divine institution in the Old Testa- 
meut, in connexion with which the Passion of Christ must ne- 
cessarily be viewed, viz., the ordinance of sacrifice. We may 
consider Dr. Hengstenberg, to whose valuable work on this sub- 


ject we have referred, as an exponent, with some peculiarities, 


of the catholic doctrine on this subject. He says: 


“The theology of the Church has in all ages assumed that sacrifices 
hore a substitutionary character: where it has been denied, traces may 
invariably be detected of some sort of a bias leading to the denial. . 

The laying on of hands in the case of sin offerings did not in itself mark 
them as vicarious, but because their vicarious character was established 
on other grounds. Amongst these grounds, the first place is taken by the 
name of the sin offering. It was termed nxen, “sin.” ‘This sacrifice was 
accordingly looked upon as the embodiment of sin. That there was such 
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a transference is further confirmed by the fact, that the expression, else- 
where so common, ‘for the good pleasure of the Lord,’ was never employed 
in connexion with the sin offering... .. In favour of the imputation of 
the sin of the offerer to the offering, we may refer to the relation existing 
between the Old Testament sacrifice and the death of Christ. If it is 
certain that Christ’s death was vicarious—and that this is its character is 
clearly set forth even in the Old Testament (Isa. lili.) —we cannot deny 
the same character to the sacrifices, without destroying the connexion 
between type and antitype..... 

“Two purposes were in the first instance to be served by sacrifice. The 
Jirst was to sharpen the eye for the discernment of the abominableness and 
damnableness of sin. Every one who presented a sin offering confessed 
that he had deserved death by his sin, and thus contradicted most strongly 
and glaringly that view of sin as a bagatelle, as a peccadillo, as a trifling 
thing, to which the natural man is so strongly inclined, and which the 
Mosaic law constantly and industriously aimed to uproot: sin offerings 
served to make remembrance of sins (Heb. x. 3). The second purpose 
served by sin-offerings was to naturalize the idea of substitution in the 
Church or congregation of God. ‘ The idea,’ says Hirscher, ‘ carried out 
in the Mosaic cultus, that no guilt can be left as it is, that none is simply 
and without further ado forgiven, but requires in every case a fixed and 
definite atonement, is a very remarkable one.’ By such means, not only 
was the people of God accustomed to regard sin as a most serious thing, 
and prevented from frivolously forgetting it, but also the soil was prepared 
in its midst for the reception of the true mediation, so soon as in the 
course of history it has been accomplished. ... . 

* Even in the Old Testament, support and substance were given to their 
presentiments of that true Mediator who lay concealed behind the typical 
offerings, by Divine utterances, such as those contained in the 53rd chapter 
of Isaiah—a chapter which, in the truest sense, forms the bridge between 
the typical and antitypical sin offering. How deeply impressed on their 
minds was that prophecy concerning the servant of God who should give 
his life a sacrifice for sin, who should bear our sickness and carry our 
sorrows, who should be wounded for our transgression, and bruised for 
our iniquities, on whom the chastisement of our peace would lie, and by 
whose wounds we should be healed, is clear, from the fact that the idea 
of the Messiah as the true sin offering, as the Lamb of God which 
taketh away the sin of the world, may be found in a fully developed 
shape in the nobler forms of later Judaism.” 


Again, in speaking of that central ordinance of sacrifice, the 
Passover, the Professor says :— 


“He who slaughtered the Lamb confessed, in symbolical language, 
that he also, no less than the Egyptians, the children of this world, had 
deserved to be an object of the Divine displeasure. He declared that he 
could not claim deliverance on the ground of his own worth, or of any other 
title, but that he expected it from the grace of God alone. According to 
the Divine promise, to accept the blood of the innocent Lamb in place of 
the blood of the sinner, who recognized and felt himself to be such, those 


XUM 








r=. Ga wa ww ew © 


oss a ae 


an 














1860. } The Atonement. 151 


who made this confession received the remission of the punishment of 
their sins. The principle was thus laid down for all the ages of the 
Church, that that which distinguishes the Church from the world is the 
blood of atonement. Nor was the festival of Passover, as celebrated in 
later times, a mere commemorative festival, as is clear from the continual 
slaughter of lambs and sacrifices. Wherever there is a sacrifice instituted 
by God, we may be certain that, provided it is brought in faith, there is 
a repetition of the first benefit, which is distinguished from the subsequent 
ones only by its forming the commencement of a long series. The Paschal 
Lamb was the dasis and root of the entire system of sacrifices: only as 
connected with this had the remaining sin offerings value and significance ; 
without it, they were but as disjointed members. It was the true and 
proper covenant sacrifice—the sacrifice which represented in its highest 
form the distinction between the world without God, and the people of 
God reconciled to God.” 


We would mark emphatically the following earnest declara- 
tion :— 

“ Regarding all that is written concerning the sin offerings of the Old 
Testament in this light, we shall be in a high degree affected and bene- 
fitted thereby. We shall be penetrated by a conviction that sin may not 
be treated lightly,—we shall feel that we cannot help ourselves to the 
forgiveness of sins as we like ; that according to God’s eternal order there 
is no forgiveness without blood; that it is a crime to think of presenting 
ourselves before the holy God and his strict judgment-seat with other 
pretended offerings; that the blood of atonement is the real mark of dis- 
tinction between the world and the people of God; and finally, that all 
separations from the world which are not rooted in this blood of atone- 
ment must come to a miserable end. A consideration of the Old Testa- 
ment sin offering will force us nearer and nearer to Christ and his cross, 
and bring us into more intimate union with him who loved us, and washed 
us from our sins in his own blood.” 


Mr. Davies could not of course avoid the subject of sacrifice 
as connected with the death of Christ. He says :— 


“T feel that every expositor of the teaching of Scripture concerning 
the death of Christ is bound to pay particular attention to the properly 
sacrificial aspect of that death, and to use the light thrown by the insti- 
tute of sacrifice, as a most important aid in understanding the meaning 
of it.” 

We will not here insist upon the circumstance that a course 
the reverse of this has generally been pursued. It has been 
almost universally felt that the nature of sacrifice, especially that 
of the sin offering under the law, is best gathered from the histo- 
rical fulfilment of its meaning declared in the New Testament ; 
just as the prophetic Messiah was made intelligible by the mani- 
festation of Christ in the flesh. It was, however, more easy to 
Mr. Davies to deal with the language of the Old Testament, so 
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as to invent a definition of sacrifice in accordance with his as. 
sumptions. He assumes that the essential idea of sacrifice is 
that of an offering in the sense of a gift on the part of the offerer, 
The custom of making these bestowments was not, according to 
him, of Divine appointment. ‘ When the Israelites began to 
offer sacrifice they were only following the general custom of the 
nations round about them.” He says :— 

“To ourselves, it must be confessed it would be a very unnatural 
mode of worship to put a bull or a goat to death. The more natural 
offering to us would be a guinea or a hundred guineas. But surely to 
Abel, the keeper of sheep, who killed one of his flock asa gift to his 
father or his brother, it was not so unnatural to kill a sheep as an offering 
to God,—not to Abel nor his successors upon earth. To kill an animal 
must have been to persons in their condition a very simple way of making 
an offering.” 

Mr. Davies assumes, in fact, that a religious sacrifice is iden- 
tical with the presentation of a@ gift. <A sacrifice is an offering, 
and an offering is @ present. Now we maintain that the word 
offering itself always conveys an idea essentially different from 
that of a mere present. Not only nn, “a thing slaughtered,” 
but mm», an unbloody offering, is constantly represented by the 
word @vcia, a word which no one would apply to a mere gift. 
Nor does the word offering or oblation itself properly belong to 
a mere bestowment. Ob-fer means to lay before one, not to put 
into his hands. It was probably the very idea Mr. Davies is 
contending for into which the Jews had corrupted that of sacri- 
fice which drew down upon them the Divine rebuke; they 
brought their offerings as gifts, with a proud feeling of self- 
esteem for their generosity. But Jehovah tells them: “ All the 
beasts of the forest are mine, and the cattle upon a thousand 
hills. Will I eat the flesh of bulls?” The offence lay not in 
offering sacrifice, for that was still their duty, but in bringing 
them as gifts, “as though Jehovah needed anything.” 

While maintaining that every sacrifice has this elementary 
principle, Mr. Davies yet allows that there is something more 
implied in the slaying of an animal. We have, however, accord- 
ing to him, no intimation in the books of Moses of anything 
more which is meant by such a sacrifice, and therefore “ every 
one has a right to suggest what was most probably the impres- 
sion on the minds of worshippers, when they brought an animal 
to be slain or burnt on the altar.” These impressions appear to 
our author to have been of the following kind; we leave our 
readers to judge how natural or intelligible the first-mentioned 
impression is. 


“(1.) Considering that the power to whom the sacrifice was offered 
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was an invisible power, living and ruling in that unseen world which sur- 
rounds this visible life of men, the death of the sacrifice would naturally 
express an act of intercourse with the unseen Being. It. was like knock- 
ing at the door of the invisible world. It can scarcely be doubted that a 
stronger sense of real communion with the spiritual world and its inha- 
bitants would go with the offering of the Jife of a victim than with the 
presenting of fruits. 

(2.) Again; under the Jaw of Moses the worshipper was to put his 
hand upon the head of his offering. .. . This must have meant, ‘ This is 
my offering ; I, my feelings, my conscience go with it into the presence 
of the Unseen.’ . . . Perhaps these two feelings are the simplest and most 
universal that would go with a blood-sacrifice.” 


This then is the amount of light which Mr. Davies brings to 
bear upon the sacrifice of Christ from the ancient institute of 
sacrifice. ‘The great sacrifice of the death of Christ is to be 
explained on these principles.” It was in the main aspect of it 
an offering, in the sense assumed; a@ present made to God. 
“Through the eternal Spirit he offered himself without spot to 
God. I need not repeat the numerous expressions in Scripture 
to the same effect.”” This same word, we remark, is used in the 
last verse of the chapter from which that text is taken thus: 
“Christ was once for all offered to bear the sins of many.” 
Now, while we would think and speak of the passion of the 
Redeemer with the deepest reverence, we would remind Mr. 
Davies that the offering of Christ comprised phenomena which 
are absolutely inconsistent with the nature of a gift to God. 
It was the surrender of himself to a cruel and a shameful death. 
It was a crisis in the immediate view of which the mind of the 
Son of Man was all but overwhelmed. “Thy rebuke hath 
broken my heart.” ‘“ My God, my God, why hast thou for- 
saken me?” “If it be possible, let this cup pass from me.” 
It was a self-sacrifice on the part of the Father for the good of 
men: Tov idiov twod ove épeicato. “ He did not grudge us his 
own Son;” it was a surrender of that dear Son to mysterious 
suffering on our behalf; taép iyudv ravrwv rapédmxev; a be- 
stowment so boundless as to include in it every other; but a 
surrender on the part of Christ himself in which his purpose 
was one with that of the Father. ‘ He loved us and gave him- 
self up—apédwxev éavtov—for us, an offering and sacrifice.” 
All this was at the utmost possible remove. from the nature of a 
present made to God. For the Son of God to have subjected 
himself to evil so dreadful as that which belonged to his whole 
passion,—to the extinction of his earthly being and his earthly 
work, for no purpose of good commensurate with the magnitude 
of the evil, would have been infinitely the reverse of acceptable 
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to God. In the case of a mere human martyr, if suffering and 
death are inevitable in the course of his duty; if he believes 
that an amount of good more valuable than his earthly life will 
be secured by his death so forced upon him, then his death is 
“precious in the sight of the Lord :” but for a servant of God 
to enter upon suffering and to encounter death voluntarily and 
apart from such considerations, is so far from being an offerin 
to God, that it is to rob his Master of his services, and is of the 
nature of suicide. But the death of the Son of Man was not 
inevitable on his part. ‘ No man taketh it (my life) from me, 
but I lay it down of myself.” His blessed life on earth was that 
in which he was manifesting “the glory as of the only-begotten 
of the Father, full of grace and truth.” It was that in which 
God was well pleased. It was apparently essential to the carry- 
ing out the highest purposes of God on behalf of men; and the 
most valuable offering by way of gift which the Son of Man 
could have made would apparently have been that he should 
have continued the work which God had given him to do. And 
this undoubtedly would have been the case unless his suffering 
and death were to become more effectual than his precious life, 
as the procuring cause of benefits proportional to its importance, 
If the offering of an animal victim as a mere present to the 
Creator was “ abomination” in his sight; if a mere human 
victim viewed in this light would be still more abominable ; then 
the offering of the Son of God was as wide as the heavens from 
being what Mr. Davies would make it to be. 

As to the special meaning of the death of the victim as ap- 
plied to the passion of Christ, that it “ seemed to open a door 
into the invisible world, and to symbolize the possibility ofa 
real communion between this visible world and the awful unseen 
which surrounds and unfolds it;” that “Christ is (thus) the 
living bond between the two worlds, between earth and heaven, 
between the very and eternal God and mortal men ;’’—this is a 
way of talking so absolutely fanciful, that we are astonished how 
an earnest man could allow himself to trifle in this way with 
“the precious blood of Christ.” 

And then there was no inherent efficacy in the death of 
Christ any more than there was in the death of the animal. 
The “power of atonement” consisted entirely in the Divine 
appointment. His love, his pardon of all sim, was in no other 
way connected with the death of Christ, than that the offering 
up of the Son of Man was made the occasion of that pardon 
being declared. God was always reconciled ; he never was any- 
thing else; but the amount of guilt on the part of those who 
crucified the Son of God, though “ the deeds done at Jerusalem 
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are by no means the most frightful for cruelty that we read of,” 
was made the occasion of shewing the triumph of God’s for- 
giving love. “ God was shewing in the suffering person of his 
only-begotten Son, that his goodness and forbearance towards 
men are boundless, that his love is not repelled and exhausted, 
but rather quickened by the sin and misery of mankind.” 

Mr. Davies is, indeed, able, by an inconsistency, a disregard 
to the force of language which is amongst the most dangerous 
peculiarities of his school, and which would enable the grossest 
heresy to appear in the garb of Divine truth, to use the strong- 
est expressions of the Bible and the Church, which speak of the 
efficacy of the death of Christ. He says, “Can I wish... that 
we should lose sight of the efficacy of Christ’s sacrifice, of the 
infinite blessing, procured to us by the shedding of his precious 
blood? Nay, I would testify by God’s help and in his name, 
that the strength of our hope for ourselves and for the world, 
will be sustained only by our contemplation of the death of 
Christ, and by the belief that it was a full, perfect and suf- 
ficient sacrifice, oblation and satisfaction, made to the Father on 
our behalf.” 

And yet the whole effort of Mr. Davies is to shew how ab- 
solutely unreal all these benefits are. The sacrifice of Christ 
was a gift which procured nothing for us. It made no alteration 
in the relation of man to God. The remission of sins, which 
the sacred writers declare with one voice to be due immediately 
to the precious blood of Christ, has according to him no natural 
connexion with his passion. The guilt of man and the curse 
which it engendered, have in no real objective sense been re- 
moved by the Saviour; the power of death has been in no real 
sense broken by the death of him who died for all. By a jerk 
of logic which we will not trust ourselves to designate, Mr. 
Davies throws over all those blessed hopes of life which the 
Church has built upon the death of Christ. He no more died 
that we might not die, than he rose again that we might not rise 
again! If when Christ died for all, then al/ died, they only 
died symbolically ; they are as much liable to death as ever, 
even though that death is not the bodily dissolution of those 
who sleep in Jesus, but the unspeakable endless ruin which 
that word expresses in the New Testament. And by a like per- 
version of language, it is only a symbolical resurrection which 
we gain by the resurrection of Christ from the dead. 

We are fully convinced that, whatever the condition of Mr. 
Llewelyn Davies’s Christianity may be, the tendency of his 
mode of treating this central subject of Divine revelation is 
dangerous in the extreme. It removes all reality from our 
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hopes as connected with the Atonement; it absolutely destroys 
the effect of it in manifesting the sinfulness of sin, and in this 
aspect is in its tendency immoral and profligate. And the whole 
method of Mr. Davies and his school, in dealing with the lan. 
guage in which vital truth is conveyed, is subversive of the 
Word of God, and extinctive of its power of “being a light 
unto our feet, and a lamp to our path.” 


S. T. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 





*,* The Editor begs the reader will bear in mind that he does not hold himself 
responsible for the opinions of his Correspondents. 





JEWISH ORTHODOXY. 
To the Editor of ‘‘ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—The letter of Mr. Constable in your last number, on the ques- 
tion “‘ Which was the Orthodox Sect of the Jews?’ has every claim to 
my earnest attention. I therefore hasten to reply to his remarks: — 

In the essay on the route of the Exodus, I was compelled to 
contract an extensive argument into a very limited space: there were 
many topics, therefore, on which I was under the necessity of stating 
my own conclusions, without alleging to the extent I should have 
wished the arguments which might be adduced in favour of propositions 
which must necessarily have appeared zovel, and might therefore, very 
possibly, have seemed suspicious to the generality of readers. 

With respect to Mr. Constable’s views, I must first observe, that in 
considering the respective claims of the two sects of Sadducees and 
Pharisees to the title of Orthodox, there is an historical as well as a 
religious enquiry to be entered upon. But as Mr. Constable has con- 
fined himself to the religious side of the argument, I will endeavour to 
found my own defence on the same basis. 

Mr. Constable observes that the Sadducees are never mentioned in the 
New Testament except in terms of reprobation. I should feel gratified 
if he would point out to me any reproaches recorded against the Sad- 
ducees, resembling in the most distant degree the better terms of un- 
utterable contempt and indignation constantly launched by our Saviour 
against their opponents the Pharisees. So far as I recollect, the opinions 
of the Sadducees are once refuted by Christ in terms infinitely more mild 
than he ever applied to the adverse sect, and they are once spoken of, 
conjointly with the Pharisees, in terms of reproach, but the Pharisees 
are first mentioned as the most obnoxious sect. The argument that 
“except in their acknowledgment of one God, they seem to have had 
no positive doctrine in common with our Lord and his disciples,” appears 
to be based upon an erroneous principle; the question is, no¢ whether 
the Sadducees were a sect holding Christian principles, bu¢ whether they 
were orthodox followers of Moses. I submit that there can be no 
doubt that they really were so. They adhered to the law, pure and 
unadulterated; they denied a future state; for they found no such 
doctrine in the books of the Pentateuch. It is said they denied the 
angels (Acts xxiii. 8); but this is only to be understood of the mythic 
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hierarchy, which the Pharisees had invented among their other tradi- 
tions.* As to the exact reception which they gave to the other books 
of the Hebrew Scriptures, I believe we have no means of judging, as 
the only account of their opinions on this point are from the pens of 
their enemies.’ 

But, if the orthodoxy of the Jewish sects is to be tested by their 
greater or lesser analogy to the doctrines of Christianity, the Pharisees 
were certainly the least able to bear this test. We may reasonably 
suppose that the preaching of Christ would be most readily received 
by the sect whose doctrines were least alien to the truths which he 
preached. But of all the Jews, none were so adverse to Christianity, 
none pursued Christ himself with such bitter and implacable hatred, 
as the sect whose opinions Mr. Constable deems to be nearest to the 
Christian verity. They made it their chief boast that none of their 
sect believed in him, and triumphantly exclaimed to the half-converted, 
** Search and look; for out of Galilee cometh no prophet” (John vii, 
48, 52). They derided his doctrines (Luke xvi. 14), and treated him 
as a chosen agent of Beelzebub the prince of the devils (Matt. ix. 34; 
xii. 24); they tempted him on all occasions, asserted that his record 
was false (John viii. 13); they rejected the counsel of God, being 
not baptized of him (Luke vii. 30); they perpetually lay snares to 
entrap him; even when they invited him to their feasts they watched 
for every opportunity to accuse him (Luke xiv. 1). So bitter was the 
animosity which they shewed against him, that those of the chief rulers 
who believed in Christ durst not confess him, lest they should be put 
out of the synagogues (John xii. 42). 

On the other hand, Jesus himself, on all occasions, describes the 
Pharisees as the most perverse of mankind, and the most foreign and 
adverse to the vital truths of the religion which he preached. He 
declared that they neither knew Him nor his Father; that they should 
die in their sins (John viii. 19, 21); that they were hypocrites whose 
inward parts were full of ravening and wickedness, and who passed 
over judgment and the love of God (Luke xi. 39, 42). He describes 
this accursed sect as wretches whose very prayers were blasphemy, and 
who approached the altar of God, not to petition his mercy, but to 





* We are informed by the author of the Acts of the Apostles that the “ Sad- 
ducees said that there was no resurrection, neither angel nor spirit” (Acts xxiii. 
8). Butas the Sadducees implicitly believed in the Pentateuch, and as the 
Pentateuch repeatedly makes mention of the angels, and in such a manner (see 
Exod. xxxiii. 2, 3) that it is impossible to confound these angels with Jehovah 
himself, it seems absolutely certain that the Sadducees did really admit the exist- 
ence of angels, and that the passage in Acts only refers to the fabulous host of 
angels whose names and attributes the Jews invented and distinguished at 
Babylon. As to their denial of spirits, if this passage were to be taken literally 
in its full extent, they must either have denied the existence of God himself, or 
believed (which is not probable) in a corporeal deity. 

> It will be observed that in the passage, Acts xxiii. 8, no accusation is 
made against the Sadducees of rejecting the Proruers; yet if they had really 
renounced the prophetic writings, the author of Acts could scarcely have avoided 


to have added this to the list of important points in which they differed from the. 


Pharisees. 
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sound their own glorification (Luke xviii.) Whenever he speaks of 
these detestable miscreants, the ordinary mildness of his language 
vanishes; he pours out a torrent of bitter invective, compared to which 
the highest flights of Demosthenes are tame and trivial. If we can 
admit the possibility of his feeling hatred against any human being, he 
certainly felt it against the whole body of the Pharisees. 

With all these facts flagrant before us, shall we agree with Mr. 
Constable in thinking that ‘ our Saviour allowed them to be the legi- 
timate successors of Moses in their teaching when he said, ‘ The Scribes 
and Pharisees sit in Moses’ seat; all, therefore, whatsoever they bid 
you observe, that observe and do.” (Matt. xxiii. 2.) This is but 
asingle text against hundreds; a text opposed, in its literal sense, to 
the whole tenor of the chapter in which it occurs, and so adverse 
to the general spirit of the Gospels, that it appears of all propositions 
the most certain that the verse, though broadly expressed, is to be con- 
fined in interpretation within the narrowest limits. If it were other- 
wise, our Saviour’s practice would have been in direct opposition to his 
doctrine. He will in no case be found observing what the Scribes and 
Pharisees bid to be observed, and in no specific instance teaching his 
disciples to do so. Whenever the opportunity was afforded, he openly 
set their opinions and tenets at defiance. 

The distinctive name upon which they prided themselves (that of 
Puartsees or Separatists) was derived from the pertinacity with 
which they abjured the society of those whom they pretended to call 
sinners. They held it unlawful to sit down with them at meat; they 
accounted their very touch a pollution. Christ, setting their mis- 
chievous hypocrisy at defiance, sought, instead of rejecting, the society 
of sinners, whenever his precepts might awaken them to a sense of their 
guilt. In this, to the minds of Christian proselytes, he destroyed the 
very foundation of the sect of the Pharisees, by shewing that their doc- 
trine of separation was unlawful and impious—the result of that spiritual 
pride which is in itself one of the greatest of sins. It would be tedious 
to enumerate all the other occasions upon which our Saviour shewed his 
dissent from the Pharisees. He healed the sick on the Sabbath—an 
act so abhorrent to their most cherished opinions that they sought to 
destroy him in consequence (Matt. xii. 14; Mark iii. 6), He per- 
mitted his disciples to pluck ears of corn on the Sabbath, which the 
Pharisees held a desecration of the holiness of the day (Matt. xii. 2; 
Mark ii. 24). His disciples, following the example of their master, 
never washed their hands before they ate bread; a direct violation of 
the Pharisaic traditions (Matt. xv. 1—9%; Mark vii. 1—13). Above 
all, he absolutely rejected the traditions (Mark vii. 8, 9, 13), and the 
whole doctrine of the Pharisees was founded on the traditions. 

Never, perhaps, in any language ever spoken by man, were such 
terms of reproach, disgust, abhorrence, and reprobation launched 
against any sect or class of individuals as those which were thundered 
by our Saviour upon the heads of the Pharisees. They were termed 
hypocrites ; an evil and adulterous generation ; serpents, and a genera- 
tion of vipers ; fools and blind; blind guides ; blind leaders of the 
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blind; and finally, the CHILDREN OF HELL. The whole twenty- 
third chapter of Matthew, in which Jesus attacks the Pharisees, is 
perhaps the most eloquent, and at the same time the fiercest, damna- 
tory oration ever recorded by a human pen. Never before or since 
has scorn expressed itself in terms so powerful, so crushing, so over- 
whelming. 

Is this then the class of men which was to sit in the seat of Moses? 
When our Saviour terms them blind guides, were they guides to be 
followed? When Christ declares that they were blind leaders of the 
blind, who could only lead their besotted followers into a ditch, are we 
to suppose that he intended their doctrines to be followed? When 
Christ speaks of the Pharisees as men who rejected the commandments 
of God (Mark. vii. 9), are we to hold that the Jewish community, 
* observing whatsoever they bid,” were to join with them in rejecting 
the commandments ? 

Mr. Constable is of opinion that the Pharisees, ‘‘ holding the same 
Scriptures with Christians, and teaching very many of the same great 
doctrines which were taught by Christians, had the best claim to the 
title of orthodox.” Itis true that they held the same Scriptures which 
were recognized by the Christians, but only in conjunction with a tra- 
ditional commentary which rendered the Scriptures in all important 
cases absolutely nugatory. It is true that they held the soul to be 
immortal, but ina manner most hostile to the doctrines of Christianity; 
for they believed in the transmigration of souls, and looking upon the 
present world as a world of punishment rather than of ¢ria/, imagined 
that the human race received the due meed in the present life of their 
sins committed in a state of pre-existence.° I confess I know no 
instance myself in which the Pharisees held peculiarly any important 
doctrine which received the approbation of Jesus Christ. 

The immediate cause of the redemption of mankind was the un- 
appeasable hatred which Christ kindled in the breasts of the Pharisees, 
by the open contempt with which he treated their peculiar opinions. 
For this they implacably pursued and persecuted him ; for this they 
brought him to the foot of the cross. 

I cannot therefore agree with Mr. Constable that these men formed 
the orthodox sect of the Jews, or that it was really intended by Christ 
that their doctrines should be observed when, in the very same chapter 
in which this text occurs, we are told that they ‘‘ shut up the kingdom 
of heaven against men ; for they neither went in themselves, nor suffered 
them that were entering to go in; that they compassed land and sea 
to make one proselyte, and having effected this, they made him twofold 
more the CHILD OF HELL than themselves; and finally, that they 
paid tithe of mint, and anise and cummin, but had omitted the weightier 





© In John ix. 1, 2, we read that when Jesus passed by a man blind from his 
birth, his disciples enquired, ‘‘ Master, who did sin, this man or his parents, that 
he was born blind?” Here the disciples evidently assumed that the man might 
have sinned in a state of pre-existence, so as to be then suffering the penalty 
of his iniquities in a former world. This doctrine we may well assume that they 
derived from the Pharisees. 
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matters of the law, JUDGMENT, MERCY, and FairH! After this, need 
we be surprised at hearing Christ exclaim to them, ‘ Ye serpents! ye 
generation of vipers! how can ye escape the DAMNATION OF HELL!” 
Never since the creation of the world was so singular an orthodoxy 
witnessed as that which, unable itself to escape the damnation of hell, 
must necessarily have conducted its disciples thither also. 

The text (Matt. xxiii. 2, 3) must be interpreted on a careful consi- 
deration of the context; and from this we may clearly see that it means 
no more than that the Scribes and Pharisees sat de facto, though not 
de jure in the seat of Moses, and that therefore any doctrine which they 
taught, should be followed if this were in strict conformity with 
the law of Moses;¢ but, being blind guides, and the children of 
hell, all the peculiar doctrines of the Pharisaic school, all tle most 
cherished traditions of the synagogue, were to be trampled upon as the 
inventions of Satan. 

With respect to St. Paul, whose authority (Acts xxiii. 6) Mr. 
Constable cites, it is perfectly true that this apostle, when brought 
before the chief priests and council, proclaimed himself to be a Pharisee, 
and the son of a Pharisee. The council was composed partly of Sad- 
ducees and partly of Pharisees, and St. Paul thought himself justified 
in turning the fury of these two sects against each other by proclaiming 
his connexion with the sect of the traditionists, which induced the 
Pharisees to undertake his defence. But it is perfectly certain that 
St. Paul alluded only to his edweation among the Pharisees, and his 
hereditary alliance to that sect; for the two characters of Pharisee aud 
Christian were incompatible: no Christian cou/d, in the proper sense of 
the word, be called a Pharisee; and St. Paul elsewhere plainly 
expresses his contempt for the traditions. Now without the traditions, 
the Pharisaic sect was a nullity: the oral law was the infamous basis 
upon which this sect was founded; and to estimate its importance, it 
would only be necessary to ask a modern rabbi what would become of 
his religion without the Talmud. If he answered fairly and ingenuously, 
I apprehend his reply would be, that without the Talmud he would 
have no religion at all, because the Talmudic Jews regard the oral or 
traditional law as infinitely more pure and valuable than the written 
law of Moses. That our Saviour intended his disciples to keep no terms 
with the children of hell, as he termed the Pharisees, is evident from 
this—that he forewarned them plainly that the Pharisees should put 
them out of their synagogues (John xvi. 2): now if they had done what- 
ever the Scribes and Pharisees bid them, this assuredly would not have 





4 Jt did not escape the sound practical sense of Bishop Latimer, that it was 
totally impossible that the text (Matth. xxiii. 2, 3,) could receive a literal in- 
terpretation. This illustrious prelate attached exactly the same meaning to 
this passage as that which I have above proposed. He alludes in his fifth and 
sixteenth sermons to the text quoted from Matthew, and qualifies the generality 
of the terms in this way; ‘‘ Whatsoever they teach you, do it; that is to say, when 
they teach the truth; and if their doctrine be taken from Moses’ law.” This 
interpretation reduces to nothing the argument which Mr. Constable would 
deduce from Matthew xxiii. 2, 3. 
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been the case ; the firs¢ command of these ‘‘ blind guides” would have 
been to abjure for ever the Christian religion, and the second, to revere 
the traditions which Christianity abhorred. 

I trust that this argument will be satisfactory to your readers, and 
that they will see that it is not without strong grounds that I have 
termed the Pharisees the heretical party among the Jews. I have only 
to add my thanks to Mr. Constable for the fair, candid, and (however I 
may differ from him in opinion, I must say) forcible manner in which 
he has offered his objection. Any such remarks upon my essay I shall 
always consider as a tribute to the great cause of truth, and on that 
account as a personal favour to myself, and shall at all times hold 
myself ready to reply to them. 

26th» July, 1860. Henry Crossiey. 





AUTHORSHIP OF THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES. 
To the Editor of “* The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—Whoever was the writer of the Acts of the Apostles, that book 
furnishes us with conclusive proof that Silas was not its author, asa 
writer in your number for July has laboured to prove. This | will 
endeavour to shew in a few words. 

It is quite evident, I think, that the use of the first person plural 
*“we”’ invariably indicates the presence of the writer in the scenes which 
he relates, and that the use of the third person, whether singular or 
plural, indicates his absence. Such is the view taken by the ablest 
judges, and on no other ground can we satisfactorily account for the 
use of the first person plural in some places and its disappearance in 
others. But on this view it is wholly out of the question that Silas 
could have been the writer, for the third person is repeatedly used when 
we know that he was present. 

Silas was present with St. Paul from Acts xv. 32 to xvi. 9. He 
shared in all the events therein related. But during all this period the 
third person is used. It is always “he” or “they” (Acts xv. 41; 
xvi. 4). It consequently follows that Silas did not write this narra- 
tive, for if he did he would have used ‘ we’’ instead of “they.” In 
Acts xvi. 10 the writer joins himself to St. Paul, and accordingly we 
have ‘ we” invariably used down to the seventeenth verse, when on the 
occasion of the imprisonment of Paul the writer was separated from his 
company, having only been with him from his voyage from Troas to 
his imprisonment at Philippi. The absence of the writer from Paul 
continues down to Acts xx. 5, when at Philippi, where he had left 
Paul, he again joins him and continues with him during the remainder 
of the history. But during the considerable period from Acts xvi. 17 
to xx. 5, during which the writer of the Acts was absent, Silas was 
generally present with Paul and a sharer with him in the transactions 
related (Acts xvi. 25; xvii, 4, 10; xviii. 5). Consequently, if Silas 
was the writer, we should here find ‘ we’ used, whereas the pronoun 
is invariably in the third person. We can surely require no stronget 
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internal proof that Silas had nothing to do with the authorship of this 
book. Nor, I fancy, will any reasoning succeed in shaking the well 
established belief of the Church that “the beloved physician Luke” 
was indeed its author. D. E. 


THE SISTERS OF BETHANY. 
To the Editor of “The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—Permit me to say a few words in reply to Mr. Crossley’s stric- 
tures on my article on ‘‘ The Sisters of Galilee.” He has not said any- 
thing to make me doubt the correctness of the view I have taken, and 
I should hope to be able to remove some at least of his objections to it. 

That St. Luke wrote his Gospel with a strict view to the order of 
the events he related we have his own word for saying (i. 3). And 
that in his idea of an orderly arrangement, the chronology of the events 
formed an important part he expressly tells us (Luke i. 3; Acts 
i. 2). The word «aQefjs, which our version translates “in order,” 
and which Mr. Crossley would render by ‘‘distinctly,’’ occurs suffi- 
ciently often to enable us to see its sense. In every place where it is 
used, it takes in the notion of a chronological order. (See Schmidt’s 
Concordance.) And indeed such an arrangement is evidently the only 
one in harmony with St. Luke’s turn of mind. I do not think that 
one who considers the order in which he has composed the Acts of 
the Apostles can readily believe that he would have composed his 
Gospel in the hap-hazard and confused manner which Mr. Crossley 
supposes. 

Again, that St. Luke intended from ix. 51 to xix. 37 to describe our 
Lord’s last journey to Jerusalem we have his own express declaration 
for asserting. ‘‘And it came to pass, when the time was come that 
he should be received up, he stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem ?” 
The force of this verse does not turn upon the exact sense of tas 7uepas, 
but on év ty ovurAypodvcOa. The former may mean very different 
periods of time, but the whole phrase indicates that the period of time 
spoken of by our Lord’s public ministry was now drawing to its close. 
It was the terminating point of those eventful three years during which 
Jesus laboured among his people, and therefore could not refer to 
“several previous journeys” undertaken at earlier periods. 

The main objection to my view arises from a misapprehension of 
the nature of the journey which Luke relates. Mr. Crossley supposes 
itto be such a journey as one desirous of proceeding as quickly as 
possible from Galilee to Jerusalem would make. I freely acknowledge 
that the journey in question is quite inconsistent with such an idea. 
But such is not the journey which St. Luke relates. It is evidently 
a journey undertaken by our Lord with the object of once more visiting 
before his death a great number of the places where he had been before. 
“He went through the cities and villages, teaching and journeying 
towards Jerusalem.” (Luke xiii. 22; x. 1.) It was therefore not a 
journey in a direct line, but one of a very circuitous nature, and often 
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leading back to places not distant from others previously visited. It is 
not then at all surprising if, to use Mr. Crossley’s words, ‘we find 
Christ and his disciples first in Samaria, then in Galilee again, then 
travelling through Samaria and Galilee to Jerusalem; and finally, after 
these diversities of route, taking Jericho on the way to the holy city.” 
Nor is there any inconsistency between the journey thus described by 
Luke and that of the other evangelists. Only Luke describes fully 
what they pass over in a few words. Such a journey would occupy a 
considerable time, and was of course undertaken a good while before 
the passover. I have already discussed this journey in one of a volume 
of essays lately published for me by the Messrs. Longman, and will not 
therefore enlarge upon it here. I think I have said enough to shew that 
my view is not open to the objections which Mr. Crossley brings 
against it. 
Faithfully yours, 
Henry ConstaB ie. 


THE SONG OF DEBORAH. 
To the Editor of ‘‘ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


S1r,—I will thank you to give insertion to the following attempt at an 
amended translation of the Song of Deborah (Judges v). It may 
illustrate the manner in which, as I conceive, we should aim to procure 
an improved translation of the Bible, namely, adherence to our present 
noble version wherever we can, and departure from it only where we 
must. eens, 

1 And Deborah and Barak the son of Abinoam sang on that day, 
saying, 

r 9 For the leading of the leaders in Israel, for the willing offering of 
the people, praise ye Jehovah. 

3 Hear, O ye kings, give ear, ye princes: I unto Jehovah will sing, 
I will sing praise to Jehovah, the God of Israel. 

4 When thou, O Jehovah, wentest out of Seir, when thou marchedst 
out of Edom, the earth trembled, and the heavens dropped, the clouds 
also dropped water. 

5 Mountains melted before Jehovah, this Sinai before Jehovah, the 
God of Israel. 

6 In the days of Shamgar the son of Anath, in the days of Jael, 
the highways were unoccupied, and the travellers walked through by- 
ways. 

“7 The inhabitants of the flat country ceased, they ceased in Israel, 
until that I Deborah arose, that I arose a mother in Israel. 

8 They chose new gods; then was war in the gates: there was not 
shield or spear seen among forty thousand in Israel. 

9 My heart is towards the governors of Israel, that offered them- 
selves willingly over the people: bless ye Jehovah. 
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10 Sing, ye that ride on white she-asses, ye that sit in judgment, 
and ye that walk by the way. 

11 At the voice of those who divide the spoil among the drawers 
of water, there rehearse the righteous acts of Jehovah, his righteous 
acts towards the inhabitant of the plains of Israel: then shall the people 
of Jehovah go down to the gates. 

12 Awake, awake Deborah: awake, awake, utter a song: arise, 
Barak, and lead thy captivity captive, thou son of Abinoam. 

13 Then he that remaineth of the princes of the people went down: 
Jehovah went down for me against the mighty. 

14 Out of Ephraim was their root against Amalek, after thee, 
Benjamin, among thy people: out of Machir came down governors, 
and out of Zebulun they that handle the rod of the enroller. 

15 And the princes of Issachar were with Deborah, and Issachar 
supporting Barak was sent behind him into the valley: for the divisions 
of Reuben there were great thoughts of heart. 

16 Why abodest thou among the folds of the cattle to hear the 
noises of the herds? For the divisions of Reuben there were great 
searchings of heart. 

17 Gilead abode beyond the Jordan. And why did Dan fear the 
ships? Asher continued on the seashore, and abode within his harbours. 

18 Zebulun was a people who freely exposed themselves to death, 
and Napthali too in the high places of the land. 

19 The kings came: they fought: then fought the kings of Canaan 
in Taanach by the waters of Migiddo: they took no gain of money. 

20 They fought from heaven: the stars in their courses fought 
against Sisera. 

21 The river Kishon swept them away ; that river of old renown, 
the river Kishon. O my soul, thou hast trodden down strength! 

22 Then were the hoofs of the horses scattered in flight at the 
quick onset of their valiant ones. 

23 Curse ye Meroz, said an angel of Jehovah, curse ye bitterly the 
inhabitants thereof, because they came not to the help of Jehovah, to 
the help of Jehovah against the mighty. 

24 Blessed above women shall Jael the wife of Heber the Kenite 
be: blessed shall she be above women in the tent. 

25 He asked for water, and she gave milk: in a dish of the nobles 
she brought him curdled milk. 

26 Her hand reached to a nail, her right hand to the workman’s 
hammer ; and she smote Sisera and pierced his head, and she struck, 
and perforated his temple. 

27 Between her feet he sank, he fell, he lay down: between her 
feet he sank, he fell: where he sank there he fell dead. 

28. The mother of Sisera leaned out through the window, and cried 
through the lattice, Why is his chariot so long in coming, why tarry 
the wheels of his chariots ? 

29 Her wise princesses answer her, yea, she returned answer to 
herself : 

30 Have they not found, have they not divided the spoil—-a damsel 
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—two damsels to each man’s share? To Sisera a prey of divers 
colours, a prey of divers colours of needlework, bright coloured robes 
fit for the necks of the spoilers. 

31 So let all thine enemies perish, Jehovah: but let them that love 
him be as the sun when he goeth forth in his might. And the land 
had rest forty years. 

July 25th, 1860. D. E. 





THE FIRST GENTILE CONVERT. 
To the Editor of “‘ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—There seems to be reason for suspecting or even believing that 
Cornelius the centurion, celebrated as the first Gentile convert to 
Christianity, was identical with that centurion on whose servant our 
Lord performed his miracle of healing, as recorded by St. Matthew 
and St. Luke. 

The evidence is of course circumstantial, but so forcible that it is 
not easily refuted, and if it should be admitted as conclusive, the 
identity will lead us to see a beautiful propriety in the providential 
arrangement by means of which the centurion who exhibited such 
wonderful faith as to elicit from Christ the exclamation, ‘I have not 
found so great faith, no, not in Israel,’ was rewarded by being allowed 
still wider scope for faith, in initiation into the mysteries of Christianity, 
He who was superior to all Jews in faith became immortalized as the 
first of all Gentiles admitted into the Christian Church. 

About ten years had elapsed between the healing of the centurion’s 
servant and the conversion of Cornelius. The former event occurred in 
Capernaum, the latter in Cesarea. Both cities were Roman garrison 
towns, and we must suppose that the centurion had (in the interval 
between the events alluded to) changed his quarters. 

The first point of similarity tending to prove the two centurions to 
be one and the same individual, is that each was remarkably charitable, 
St. Luke tells us that the centurion of Capernaum had built at his own 
cost a synagogue for the Jews, while it is recorded of Cornelius, that 
‘he gave much alms to the people.” ‘This munificence proves both 
men to have been rich. We can understand how Cornelius, a centurion 
of a distinguished regiment (the Italian band) and a scion of the gens 
Cornelia, one of the most aristocratic of Roman families, might natu- 
rally be wealthy; but it is not easy to see how an ordinary Roman 
captain of a hundred men should be rich enough to build a synagogue 
at his own expense; at least the probability is against the supposition. 
Both the centurions then were charitable and rich. 

The next point of agreement in their character is that each was a 
proselyte of the gate. The centurion of Capernaum had evidently 
renounced idolatry, because it is said of him by the Jews, ‘ he loveth 
our nation, and hath built us a synagogue.” ‘This fact combined with 
another—viz., that he had influence enough with the Jews to obtain a 
deputation of their elders to approach Jesus in his servant’s behalf, 
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intimates that he had abandoned heathenism and frequented the syna- 
gogues. Cornelius again has the epithets ‘‘ devout” and “ one that 
feareth God” applied to him. Both epithets are technical ones express- 
ing Gentile converts to Judaism, so that we may conclude that the 
two centurions were charitable and wealthy proselytes of the gate. 

Again, the centurions resembled each other in being men of prayer. 
He of Capernaum had built a house for the purpose, while Cornelius 
“prayed to God alway.” 

The centurions resembled each other in this also, that both were 
widely known and popular with the Jewish people. He of Capernaum 
must (as before mentioned) have been very popular, when the elders of 
the Jews undertook an embassy for him, and declared that “ he loveth 
our nation.” Now Cornelius was not less popular, since he is described 
(Acts x. 22) as “of good report among all the nation of the Jews.” 
It is certainly a remarkable coincidence, that there should have been 
two Roman soldiers whose characters so far resemble each other, espe- 
cially in being popular favourites with the Jews. 

Again, the centurions were alike in being men of marked humility. 
The humility of the centurion who said, “ Lord, I am not worthy that 
thou shouldest enter under my roof,” is pre-eminently characteristic. 
It drew from Jesus the exclamation, “I have not found so great faith, 
no, not in Israel.” The character of Cornelius also is marked by 
humility and submissive obedience. He obeyed the angel immediately 
without remonstrance. He, a wealthy patrician, who might naturally 
have been puffed up with the popularity he enjoyed, when he beheld 
the Galilean fisherman, ‘fell down at his feet and worshipped him,” 
and afterwards expressed his humility and docility in these words, 
“now therefore are we all here present before God, to hear all things 
commanded thee of God.” 

Let us now, before remarking any more coincidences in the cha- 
racters and history of these men, recapitulate their points of resem- 
blance. Both were wealthy, charitable, proselytes of the gate, men of 
prayer, highly esteemed among the Jews, and men of marked humility. 
It is hard to avoid the inference that they were one and the same indi- 
vidual, in whom so many prominent points of resemblance centred. 

But to proceed, each of these officers had a faithful servant. The 
servant of him of Capernaum we are expressly told was ‘‘ dear unto 
him.” Cornelius also had “only to say to one, Go, and he goeth,” 
since we find him sending messengers to Joppa, and among them “a 
devout soldier of them that waited on him continnally.”” This soldier 
may have been the very servant who was healed by the Saviour, and 
he may now conjecture why he was so dear to the centurion. That a 
centurion should be so deeply interested in a sick slave was an unusual 
occurrence, and as Calvin in loco remarks, St. Luke provides against 
this objection that would naturally arise in the reader’s mind, by saying, 
in explanation of the centurion’s conduct, that his servant ‘was dear 
unto him,” but we shall presently see another reason for his interest in 
his slave. 

The servant of Cornelius is described as ‘ devout,” that is, a pro- 
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selyte like his master to the Jewish religion. Now if we suppose the 
two servants to be identical, we see at once a reason for the centurion’s 
love for his slave. Master and slave were co-religionists, hence the 
unusual affection; moreover Cornelius’ servant was, besides being a 
proselyte, faithfully attached to his master; he was one of those 
(zposkaptepovyywr abt®) perseveringly attendant on him, and thus, on 
the supposition of their identity, we can account for the strange fact 
of a slave being so dear to a Roman soldier, by bearing in mind the 
slave’s fidelity, and the fact that he adopted the same religion as his 
master. 

Another difficulty cleared up by this hypothesis deserves consider- 
ation. St. Matthew, in his account; of the miracle of healing the cen- 
turion’s servant, narrates a fact omitted by St. Luke, namely, that Jesus 
having expressed his wonder at the centurion’s faith, added these words, 
‘“* And I say unto you, that many shall come from the east and west, 
and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom 
of heaven.”” Now our Lord might naturally, when eulogizing a Gentile’s 
faith, foretell the future admission of the Gentiles into his church; but 
if we suppose that this very centurion of whom our Lord was then 
speaking was the individual who in God’s providence was destined ten 
years after to be the first Gentile convert, we see a beautiful and pointed 
significance in our Lord’s remarks. Cornelius had doubtless come from 
the west ‘to sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the 
kingdom of God.” His name, as well as the fact of his belonging to 
that corps styled ‘the Italian band,” proves him to have been a native 
Italian, because this Italian band was not recruited like the legions from 
any country where they may have been quartered, but was composed 
of native Italians. The address of St. Peter to Cornelius, ‘‘ his kins- 
men and near friends,” is intelligible also if we suppose the identity of 
the two centurions. St. Peter, addressing Cornelius and his friends, 
said, ‘‘ The word which God sent unto the children of Israel, preaching 
peace by Jesus Christ (he is Lord of all). That word, I say, yx KNow, 
which was published throughout all Judzea and began from Galilee, 
after the baptism which John preached. How God anointed Jesus of 
Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and with power, who went about doing 
good, and healing all that were oppressed with the devil, for God was 
with him.’ Here it is plainly intimated that Cornelius and his friends 
were personally cognizant of our Saviour’s preaching and healing in 
Galilee. Evidently, Cornelius then could not have been residing in 
Ceesarea during our Lord’s ministry. Ceesarea not being in Galilee but 
in Samaria, was not the scene of our Lord’s preaching and healing, 
but on the supposition that Cornelius was the centurion of Capernaum, 
St. Peter’s words, ‘‘ That word, I say, ye know,” were true to the lettet, 
as Capernaum was one of the cities ‘‘ wherein most of his mighty works 
were done;” it was “exalted unto heaven;” and not only was the 
** word”? preached well known to the centurion of Capernaum, but he 
had also practical experieuce in the healing of his servant, that Jesus 
“went about doing good.” On the whole, the theory that the two 
ceuturions were the same individual Cornelius, accounts for so many 
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strange coincidences, throws light on so many allusions, and suggests 
so many interesting thoughts, that I am strongly inclined to believe it 
well founded, though no commentator that I know of seems to have 
entertained the idea or hinted at the possibility of its truth. 
J.T. L. 
Brockville, Canada West. 


THE SCRIPTURES AND SLAVERY. 
To the Editor of ‘‘ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—Though the subject of slavery has been already discussed in the 
J. S. L., it is one of so much importance that I may perhaps be excused 
for contributing a few observations upon it. 

The Scriptures are evidently silent on slavery as a civil institution. 
It was never in the contemplation of our Lord and his apostles to dis- 
turb the order of government as at that time existing, but as one of 
your correspondents has remarked, ‘he took the middle course of intro- 
ducing his great remedial and restorative doctrines into the domain of 
morals and character, whence in time they could not fail to pass into the 
social frame with the creative and renewing energy of their own divine 
life.’ And that the Apostle of the Gentiles followed in the steps of 
his Master is evident from the text (1 Cor. vii. 21), which is perfectly 
explained by the previous verse. ‘‘ Let every man abide in the same 
calling wherein he was called.” 

But if the Word of God has no condemnation for slavery as a 
political institution, it is not so in reference to the ‘ means by which 
the system is kept up.” We have in the prophecy of Joel (chap. iii. 
6) a denunciation of God’s judgments, amongst other things against 
the Tyrians and Sidonians, because they had so/d the children of Judah 
and Jerusalem unto the Grecians, o2y7 "23) the sons of the Grecians, of 
course for slaves. And of Tyre again, we read in Ezekiel (chap. 
xxvii. 13), “Javan, Tubal, and Meshech, they were thy merchants; 
they traded the persons of men and vessels of brass in thy market.” 

But if we find this direct denunciation of the abominable practice of 
selling men into slavery in the Old Testament, no less do we find it in 
the New Testament. The Apostle of the Gentiles left existing prac- 
tices and institutions—slavery among the rest—just where he found 
them. But let not the slaveholder apply any flattering unction to his 
soul from this concession; let him ask himself whether he is content to 
be enrolled in the black catalogue of the perpetrators of such offences 
as the apostle enumerates (1 Tim. i. 9, 10). “ Knowing this, that the 
law is not made for a righteous man, but for the lawless and disobedient, 
for the ungodly and for sinners, for murderers of fathers aud murderers 
of mothers, for manslayers, for whoremongers, for them that defile 
themselves with mankind, for MEN-STEALERS (dvéparoé.orais), for 
liars, for perjured persons.” Bloomfield well observes in his note on 
these texts, ‘‘ ‘To murder and sins of uncleanness, the apostle in dvépa- 
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moéuatais subjoins robbery of the worst kind ; for expositors are agreed 
that the word means kidnapping free persons to be sold as slaves” 
(see Schol. on Aristoph. Plutus, 521), a crime universally regarded as 
of the deepest dye, and always punished with death.” Plainly then 
the upholders of slavery are deeply implicated in this denunciation. 

But the contrast between the conduct of our Saxon forefathers to 
their slaves, and that of a large portion of the United States of America, 
is not favourable to the latter. Kemble in his Savons in England, after 
describing the cruel treatment which these unfortunates frequently 
experienced, says, “‘ But yet there was a gleam of hope; one solitary 
ray that made even the surrounding darkness tolerable, and may have 
cheered its broken-hearted serf through years of unrequited toil and 
suffering. The law that reduced him to slavery made it also possible 
that he should be restored to freedom. It did not shut from him this 
blessing, however distant it might seem. Tacitus knew of liberti 
among the Germans, men who had been slaves, had been manumitted 
and were free. Thus, in yet pagan times, general kindliness of dispo- 
sition, habits of domestic intercourse, perhaps the suggestion of self- 
interest, may have tended to raise the condition of the serf even to the 
restoration of freedom; but it was the especial honour and glory of 
Christianity, that while it broke the spiritual bonds of sin, it ever 
actively laboured to relieve the heavy burthen of social servitude. We 
are distinctly told that Bishop Wilfrith, on receiving the grant of Selsoy 
from Caedwealha, of Wessex, immediately manumitted two hundred 
and fifty unfortunates whom he found there attached to the soil, that 
those whom by baptism he had rescued from servitude to devils, might, 
by the grant of liberty, be rescued from servitude to man’’ (Kemble’s 
Saxons in England, vol. i., p. 211). 

Painful it is to compare the language and conduct of the Christian 
Bishop in the so-called dark ages with that of the living administrator 
of the law in the modern republic. Judge Ruffin, one of the most 
vigorous minds that America has produced, an Episcopalian, and a 
Member of the General Convention, in expounding from the bench the 
law of slavery, uses these words: “The slave is one doomed in his 
own person and in his posterity to live without knowledge and without 
the capacity to make anything his own, and to toil that another may 
reap the fruits. The power of the master must be absolute to render 
the submission of the slave perfect. His power is in no instance 
usurped, but is conferred by the laws of man, if not by the laws of 
God.” Imagination cannot picture more detestable and atrocious 
opinions issuing from the mouth of an administrator of the law ina 
professedly Christian country. 

But the fearful consequences which in every age have ensued both 
to master and slave would be sufficient to condemn at once what has 
been fitly termed ‘a huge insurrection against the eternal law of God.” 
If we refer to antiquity, we find a striking example among the Romans 
in Pliny’s letters (Kd. Gierig. vol. i. lib. 3, ep. 14), narrating the 
treatment which Largius Macedo, designated as ‘ superbus alioqui 
dominus et savus,”” experienced from his slaves. When in the bath he 
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was maltreated by them in the most shocking manner, indeed, so fear- 
fully, that he shortly after expired. Pliny remarks after narrating the 
frightful circumstances, “‘ You see to how many dangers, contumelies 
and shameful treatment we are exposed.” And he adds, what all expe- 
rience fully bears out, ‘‘ Nor is it possible that any one can be safe, 
however indulgent and mild he may be.” No, the indulgent master 
too often suffers equally with the cruel, for his clemency is looked upon 
as weakness, an incitement to make common cause with his fellow- slave 
against the slave-owners, without reference to individual character or 
personal kindness. 

Are we not then justified in adopting the language of Mr. Sumner 
in the American Senate, that slavery, involving in its pretensions the 
denial of all human rights, and also the denial of the Divine law in which 
God himself is manifest, barbarous in its instruments, and barbarous 
in its consequences, is practically the grossest lie and the grossest 
atheism ? 

August 10th, 1860. H. P. 


EMENDATIONS IN THE AUTHORIZED VERSION OF 
SCRIPTURE. 


To the Editor of “* The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—Will you kindly give insertion to some emendations in our 
Authorized Version of the Scriptures, which have occurred to me from 
time to time in the reading of the Bible in its original languages. I 
have very rarely ventured on any alteration of the received text, from 
a feeling of my incompetence for so nice a task; but there are many 
places both in the Old and New Testament which appear to me capable 
of a more satisfactory translation, and which may not be undeserving a 
place in your Journal. I propose to pass over such parts of our ver- 
sion as seem to require no alteration, and to proceed in regular order 
through at least a portion of the Bible. 


‘ 
! 


Genesis I. 

2 And the earth was desolate and waste, and darkness was upon 
the face of the deep, and the Spirit of God brooded over the face of the 
waters. 

7 And God made the firmament, and divided the waters which are 
under the firmament, from the waters which are above the firma- 
ment, ete. 

16 And God made the two great lights, ete. 

20 And God said, Let the waters bring forth abundantly the living 
reptile, etc. 

21 And God created the great sea monsters, and every living thing 
that ereepeth, etc. 

II.—2 And on the seventh day God had ended his work, ete. 

18 I will make for him a helper living in his presence. 

20 But for man he found no helper present with him. 
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23 And Abraham said, This is the impress of me, bone of my 
bone, ete. 

III.—24 Cherubim and the flaming sword, etc. 

IV.—1 And said, I have gotten a man by Jehovah's help. 

7 If thou doest well, is there not exaltation for thee? and if thou 
doest not well, is there not a sin-offering lying at thy door? ete. 

VI.—17 Do bring the flood of waters.” 

IX.—23 And Shem and Japheth took the robe (viz., the broad 
robe then in use). 

26 And Canaan shall be their servant. 

27 God shall enlarge Japhet, and shall dwell in the tents of Shem, 
and Canaan shall be their servant. 
- XI.—And Haran died in the presence of his father Terah, ete. 

XII.—6 Unto the oak-tree of Moreh, ete. 

XITI.—18 And dwelt by the oak-tree of Mamre, etc. 

XIV.—15 And he fell upon them by night, he and his servants, ete. 

XV.—11 And when the birds of prey came down, etc. 

17 When the sun was down, and it was very dark, behold a smok- 
ing furnace, and a burning ¢orcA, ete. 

XVIII.—1 And Jehovah appeared unto him among the oak-trees of 
Mamre, ete. 

8 And he took cheese and milk, ete. 

XIX.—19 Lest ¢his evil take me. 

XXII.—14 As it is said to this day, In the mount Jehovah shall be 
seen. 

18 In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth bless themselves, ete. 

XXIV.—53 And the servant brought forth vessels of silver, and 
vessels of gold, ete. 

65 Therefore she took the vail, etc. 

XXVII.—3 Take, I pray thee, thy weapons, thy hunting knife, 
and thy bow, ete. 

XXIX.—2 And the great stone was upon the well’s mouth. 

17 Rachel was beautiful in figure and in feature. 

XXXVII.—3 And he made him a coat reaching to the ankles. 

XXXIX.—6 And Joseph was beautiful in figure and in feature. 

XLIV.—5 Is not this it from which my lord drinketh, and of 
which he would certainly discover the loss ? ete. 

15 Did you not know that a man like me would certainly find it 
out ? 

XLVII.—2 And from the entire number of his brethren he took 
five men, ete. 

6 And if thou knowest that there are amongst them capable men. 

31 And Israel worshipped, leaning on the top of his staff. 

XLIX.—4 Headlong in thy passions, like rushing waters thou shalt 
not have pre-eminence, ete. 

10 Nor a lawgiver of his race fail, until Shiloh come. 

Should these emendations appear of any use, I will continue them in 
successive numbers of your Journal. D. E. 
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Nimrod. 


NIMROD. 
To the Editor of * The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—Will you allow me to occupy a brief space in animadverting on 
that part of the communication of Mr. Henry Crossley, in your last 
number, which relates to my article on ‘‘ Nimrod.’ The only point in 
his remarks which appears to me to demand special consideration is his 
interpretation of the words in Gen. x. 8, rendered in our version, ‘ he 
began to be a mighty one in the earth.” This clause he translates, 
“he was the first who was powerful in war upon the earth;” and he 
seeks to justify his rendering by reference to Gesenius. Gesenius 
indeed translates another passage in this manner, viz., Gen. ix. 20 (in 
which, it may be remarked, the construction is somewhat different) ; 
but I can find no certain indication of his view as to the meaning of 
the clause in question. The authority of Gesenius, however, or of any 
other, is of comparatively little consequence here; does the usus loquendi 
farnish any ground for believing in the alleged Hebrew idiom? I am 
unable to discover any certain proof of such an idiom; the immense 
majority of passages in which ‘yy occurs, not only admit but require the 
other and ordinary rendering. 

I request your readers’ attention to the following :—Gen. vi. 1; ix. 
20 (on which see Kalisch, Genesis, p. 229); xi. 6; xli. 54; Numb. 
xxv. 1; Deut. ii. 25; Judges xx. 40; 1 Sam. iii. 2; xiv. 35 (which 
whatever its meaning, cannot be understood thus, Saul was the first 
that built, ete.); 2 Kings x. 32; xv. 37; 1 Chron. xxvii. 24; 2Chron. 
xxxi, 7; xxxiv. 3; Esther vi. 13. 

In the face of such an array of passages, it requires more than the 
ipse divit of Mr. Crossley, or even of Gesenius, to convince us that 
rim) ‘my means “‘ was the first to be.” In the passage before us the 
ordinary rendering, “began to be,” has an evident appropriateness. It 
intimates that Nimrod’s rise to power was a gradual one. First, “ he 
was a mighty hunter,” ete. (ver. 9). Thus, “the beginning of his 
kingdom was Babel,” ete. (ver. 10). Then, finally, ‘‘ he went forth to 
Asshur,” ete. (ver. 11). 

I confess I have been unable to find out the “ facile and sufficient 
explanation ” of the difficulties connected with the earlier era of Nim- 
rod’s reign, and shall be obliged to count it for nothing till Mr. 
C. is pleased to reveal it. His explanations of the names Nimrod and 
Nineveh seem to me, in view of all the circumstances of the case, devoid 
of probability, and at the best they are mere conjectures of no indepen- 
dent weight. The same may be said of his application of the passage 
from Justin. Into a discussion of these conjectures or of the minor 
opinions brought forward in my paper to which Mr. C. takes excep- 
tion, I need not allow myself to be drawn. Mr. C. confesses himself 
unacquainted with those recent investigations which are of indispens- 
able and nearly exclusive importance for the settlement of the question, 
It is on the results of hieroglyphical and cuneiform research, taken in 
connexion with the fragments of Berosus, and the discoveries of Chwol- 
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son, that the view I have advocated mainly rests; and it is not to be 
set aside by ridiculous hints about Simonides and forgery, and self- 
complacent warnings against ‘‘ rash constructiveness.” I hope there 
are other enquirers as much alive as Mr. C. to the value of a just 
standard of historical evidence ; at least in regard to a subject on which 
he is so entirely uninformed he should have abstained from volunteering 
advice about ‘strict critical inquiry into the sources of history.” 





SCRIPTURE CHRONOLOGY. 
To the Editor of ‘* The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—In the year 1856, I submitted for consideration to the public, 
through your Journal, a scheme of Biblical chronology founded upon 
the chronology of Demetrius, that being the earliest attempt at arrange- 
ment of Scripture dates in connexion with secular history of which we 
have any trace, and differing much from that which rests upon the 
authority of Ptolemy’s canon, a compilation of later date. I did 
so, as I then stated, “in the hope that it might be closely criti- 
cised, and perhaps improved by ventilation.” It is now four years and 
upwards since the publication, during which time many have done me 
the honour of criticising the suggested arrangement, though I confess 
myself surprised at the small amount of original matter thrown into the 
inquiry ; and my remarks have called into activity the pens of many 
able contributors to your Journal, some anonymously, and some, such 
as Mr. Savile and Mr. Parker, who have put forth elaborate schemes 
with their names attached. Upon these two latter schemes I do not 
propose now to comment. Suffice it to say, that the scheme which I 
propounded has not been approved, and that I am content to acknow- 
ledge that I have since found much in it which requires emendation. 
Your Journal in the meanwhile of April last, p. 142, has pronounced 
it to be ‘‘ so thoroughly unsound that improvement is out of the ques- 
tion, and that its defender must be satisfied to be admired rather as the 
chivalrous and devoted champion of a startling theory, than as the 
patient inquirer into the records of ancient, sacred, and secular his- 
tory.” Iam too well aware of the extreme difficulty and intricacy of 
the subject, to suppose that anything which I may suggest may not be 
open to future alteration. But at the same time, as I am not disposed to 
acquiesce silently in the justness of your reviewer’s sweeping condemna- 
tion, and have not yet exhausted my patience in pursuit of this interest- 
ing inquiry, I beg leave to offer a modified arrangement of my original 
scheme, less liable perhaps to objection, in the hope that it may be 
found not entirely useless towards the reconstruction of Biblical chrono- 
logy on a sounder footing, which is much required. 

On further examination, I find that less alteration of the current 
system of chronology is required than I had at first supposed, in order 
to avoid what appear to me insuperable difficulties in that system. Still 
adhering therefore to the principal distinguishing feature of the chrono- 
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logy of Demetrius, viz., the introduction as I conceive of a reign or 
period of twenty-eight or twenty-nine years, between the end of the 
ordinary reign of Nabopolassar and the beginning of the reign of Nebu- 
chadnezzar, whose first year he places in B.c. 578, I have altered many 
minor points of the arrangement, thereby considerably raising some of 
the leading dates. The points adhered to are— 

Ist. That the empire of Nineveh was first overthrown by the Scy- 
thians, and after an interval of twenty-eight years that the city of 
Nineveh was finally destroyed, in the reign of Nabopolassar father of 
Nebuchadnezzar; and that Nabopolassar was the king of Nineveh, 
called by the Greeks Sardanapalus. 

2nd. That after the expulsion of Nabopolassar—Sardanapalus from 
Nineveh, about the year s.c. 606 or 608, he continued to rule at 
Babylon for twenty-nine years, either as governor under the Scythians, 
or subordinate to the king who sat at Nineveh. 

3rd. That the final destruction of Nineveh took place in the reign 
of Saracus, soon after the date of that eclipse which terminated the war 
between Cyaxares and Alyattes. 

4th. That the date of that eclipse was p.c. 585, in conformity with 
historical tradition and astronomical computation. 

5th. That Ahasuerus or Ackshurus, who together with Nabuchodo- 
_ conquered Nineveh, was Cyaxares son of Phraortes king of 
Media. 

6th. That Ahasuerus of the Book of Esther was Cyaxares son of 
ane who is mentioned by Xenophon, though not known to Hero- 

otus. 

7th. That Darius son of Hystaspes the Persian was he who is 
styled in the Book of Daniel ‘“‘ Darius the Mede.”’ 

8th. That Cyrus son of Cambyses, who freed the Jews from capti- 
vity at Babylon, was still living when Darius succeeded Ahasuerus on 
the throne at Shushan. 

9th. That the expression, ‘‘ Darius the Median took the kingdom, 
being about three score and two years of age” (Dan. v. 31), has refer- 
ence to some change in the local government towards the end of the 
reign of Darius son of Hystaspes in B.c. 493. 

On the other hand, [ conceive that the chronology of Demetrius 
must be rectified in conformity with the contents of the opening of the 
first chapter of the Book of Ezekiel, which records that the thirtieth 
year either of the reign of Nabopolassar, as Scaliger supposes, or of the 
era of Scythian domination, coincided with the fifth year of Jechoniah’s 
captivity, and with the thirteenth year of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar, 
thus raising the first year of that king’s reign from 578 to B.c. 592, 
and the fall of Jerusalem from 560 to p.c. 574. I abandon also the 
idea that the regnal years of Darius the Median are to be counted in 
Scripture from the time when he took the kingdom at the age of about 
Sixty-two. 

With these preliminary remarks, let me now briefly point out why 
I feel compelled to dissent from the opinions put forward in your 
Journal, and why I consider that the current system of chronology therein 
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upheld cannot possibly be maintained. No scheme of dates which can 
be devised will fail to come into collision with some ancient authority, 
considering how much ancient authors are at variance amongst them- 
selves. But at the same time no scheme can be admissible which, in 
its adjustment of Hebrew records with ancient monuments and authentic 
heathen records, does not produce identity of title when speaking of the 
same kings, and which does not embrace in a consistent manner all 
fixed dates, especially those of an astronomical character. 

First, then, the writers in your Journal continue to uphold the fol- 
lowing series of titular identifications, which have long formed the 
staple of the current system of chronology. 


He who conquered Nineveh. 


1. Ahasucrus = Cyaxares. 300k of Tobit, xiv. 15. 
2. Ahasuerus = Astyages. Dan. ix. 1. 

3. Ahasuerus == Cambyses. Ezra iv. 6. 

4. Ahasuerus = Xeraxes or Artaxerxes. Book of Esther. 

5. Darius = Cyaxares. Dan. v. 31. 

6. Artaxerxes = Smerdis.* Ezra iv. 7. 


One of your contributors also who signs himself G., who professes 
himself to be fully satisfied with these so-called identifications, has lately 
argued that the Ahasuerus of the Book of Esther must be Artaxerxes 
Longimanus, in preference to any other Persian king. 

Here then are the titles of five Median or Persian sovereigns named 
in canonical Scripture, supposed to be identified with five sovereigns 
named by heathen authors, whose titles are perfectly dissimilar. 
Can any reasonable mind, I ask, feel satisfied with such a series of 
direct contradictions ? They are simply repugnant to plain common 
sense. There can be no danger in pronouncing a system comprehend- 
ing such imperfections unsound and unworthy of belief. The Jewish 
writers who have named the series of kings contained in the first or 
scriptural column, were well acquainted both with the persons and titles 
of the kings of whom they write; and they have no doubt expressed 
those titles as nearly as may be to the original in the orthography of 
their own language. There is no reason also to doubt that the Greek 
writers who have collected the history of the several kings named in the 
second or secular column, have expressed those titles as nearly as they 
were able in the orthography of the Greek language. The titles do 
not, and by no ingenuity can ever be made to correspond. 

With regard to the idea that Ahasuerus the husband of Esther was 
Artaxerxes Longimanus, as suggested originally by Josephus, no rea- 
sonable person, on reflection, I am sure can believe, that the Jewish 
writer of the Book of Esther should have known this king, either per- 
sonally or from authentic records, by the title Ahasuerus in his seventh 





« Your correspondent G. in the J. S. L., April, 1860, p. 112, observes that 
Bessus assumed the royal title Artaxerxes. Why, therefore, should there not 
have been a Smerdis—Artaxerxes, as well as a Bessus—Artaxerxes? For this 
plain reason: the real name of Smerdis was Gomates, and we know from a 


contemporary inscription, that he usurped the title of Smerdis or Bardes, brother 
of Cambyses, not that of Artaxerxes. 
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year, while Ezra in the same seventh year should have undertaken a 
direct commission from him under the title Artaxerxes; and again, that 
a bloody decree should have been issued in his thirteenth year under 
the seal of Ahasuerus, while Nehemiah, who was his cup-bearer, should 
again have known him, face to face, as Artaxerxes, in his twentieth and 
thirty-second years (Neh. ii. 1; xiii. 6). Such misidentifications appear 
to me so inconceivable, that the bare statement of them should be suf- 
ficient to dissipate the idea of entertaining them. 

Secondly, let us observe that the prophet Daniel, writing at Babylon, 
speaks of seventy years of ‘desolation of Jerusalem, as about to termi- 
nate in the first year of Darius son of Ahasuerus, of the seed of the 
Medes” (Dan. ix. 1, 2); and the prophet Zechariah, writing at Jeru- 
salem, speaks of seventy years’ “indignation” against Jerusalem as 
having been already accomplished in the second year of Darius, else- 
where called king of Persia (Zech. i. 12; Ezra v. 1). According to the 
common reckoning, these seventy years of “desolation” of Daniel ter- 
minated eighteen years earlier than the seventy years’ indignation of 
Zechariah ; and Darius of the seed of the Medes is supposed to have 
been a king of Media, while Darius king of Persia, as all are aware, was 
the well known Darius son of Hystaspes. 

Now it must occur to every one as somewhat remarkable, that the 
seventy years’ ‘‘ desolation” of Jerusalem should be supposed to ter- 
minate eighteen years before the seventy years’ ‘ indignation” against 
that city were accomplished; and still more remarkable, that these two 
supposed distinct periods, of seventy years of anger, and seventy years 
of punishment, should terminate, one about the first year of Darius, the 
other about the second year of Darius, and yet that the kings bearing 
the title Darius should be separate and distinct. Our surprise is still 
further excited, when we find that in the first year of Darius of the 
seed of the Medes, Daniel had prayed that the sanctuary of Jerusalem 
might be restored (Dan. ix. 17), and that in the second year of Darius 
king of Persia the command should have been given, through Zechariah, 
to restore the temple of Jerusalem and the sanctuary (Ezra v. 1). When 
we observe, moreover, that the father of Darius of the seed of the 
Medes was called Ahasuerus, and that the predecessor of Darius king 
of Persia was also called Ahasuerus (Ezra iv. 6), our surprise begins to 
assume the form of incredulity at the idea, that Darius the Median and 
Darius king of Persia should be distinguished one from the other. 

Upon further examination into the current arrangement, we find 
that no trace whatever can be found of any Median king bearing the 
title Darius, either in history or monumental records, and that the con- 
clusion arrived at, as above stated, is, that when Daniel spoke of Darius, 
whom he knew as well as we know Queen Victoria, he was really refer- 
ring toa Median king, whose title in Persian inscriptions is written 
Uachshatara, and by Xenophon Cyaxares. But when we find in addi- 
tion to all this, that Ahasuerus father of Darius the Mede. represents 
Astyages, and that Ahasuerus predecessor of Darius represents Cam- 
byses, who in Egyptian and Persian monuments appears only under 
that title, and call to mind that the Ahasuerus of the Book of Tobit is 
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clearly Cyaxares, I think I am not exceeding the bounds of just obser- 
vation, in exclaiming, ‘‘ How long shall we tolerate such extreme non- 
sense calling itself explanation of the Holy Scriptures ?”’ The plain and 
obvious inference is,— 

Ist. That there was reigning shortly before the fall of Babylon, and 
before the accession of Darius the Mede, a king called by the Hebrew 
writers Ahasuerus, and by the Greeks Cyaxares; and that this king 
was of the seed of the Medes. 

2nd. That this Ahasuerus=Cyaxares was he whom Xenophon de- 
scribes as assisting in the capture of Babylon under the title Cyaxares, 
and also he whom the Book of Esther describes under the title Aha- 
suerus, as ruling in the days of Mordecai the Jew, who had been car- 
ried captive by Nebuchadnezzar about fifty-eight years before the 
capture of Babylon. 

3rd. That this Ahasuerus=Cyaxares had a son, either natural or 
adopted, called Darius son of Ahasuerus of the seed of the Medes. 

Now some may surmise that Ahasuerus=Cyaxares really left a son, 
born of his own body, as his successor on the throne, and called Darius; 
this is not the plain inference from the premises, and difficulties are 
attached to it. For in this case we must set aside the testimony 
of Xenophon, that Cyaxares left no male issue. We must admit that 
this king who reigned over large dominions has left no trace behind 
him of his existence, except the supposed trace in the Book of Daniel. 
We must also accept the improbabilities connected with the idea 
that two distinct princes, bearing the title Darius, reigned at the expi- 
ration of the seventy years’ desolation of, and indignation against, Jeru- 
salem. 

I see less difficulty, and greater conformity with Scripture, in adopt- 
ing the alternative, that Darius son of Hystaspes was the adopted suc- 
cessor of Cyaxares, and so called his son, and that he took the throne 
at Shushan, ruling for a few years over a portion of the empire as sub- 
ordinate king, while Cyrus continued to reign for a few years over the 
empire at Ecbatana, through Cambyses as his representative. We 
know from Persian inscriptions that it was not till ‘* after”’ Darius son 
of Hystaspes became king that he conquered the usurper Smerdis— 
that all pretenders to the throne of Media in the beginning of his reign 
set themselves forward as ‘‘ of the race of Cyaxares.”” We may be quite 
certain that Cyaxares, if without male issue of his own body, would have 
adopted a successor, according to the invariable practice of eastern 
monarchs, and we have no lack of instances in Scripture of the sue- 
cessor to the throne, though not directly descended from his prede- 
cessor, being called, according to eastern latitude of expression, “his 
son.” With regard to the expression “of the seed of the Medes,” as 
applied to Darius the Persian, nothing is more common, even down to 
the time of the Peloponnesian war, than for the Persians to be spoken 
of under the generic term Medes, and, as in modern days, our king 
James First may have been called the English king, though of Scottish 
birth, so may Darius have been called the Median king, though by 
birth a Persian, 
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But your correspondent G. is certain that Cyrus died in the year 
s.c 530 ;° how then could he be reigning in the time of the son of 
Hystaspes p.c. 521? Will your correspondent have the goodness to 
inform us from whence, amidst all the confusion and contradiction of 
ancient authors, concerning the death of Cyrus, this certainty is de- 
rived? For this, in fact, involves the whole question at issue. It is 
trae that Herodotus merely mentions that Cambyses was appointed 
successor of his father Cyrus on the throne before his father’s death, 
and then gives one of the many accounts of the death of Cyrus, con- 
cerning which there was no certainty in that early day. The native 
Persian historians, however, according to Ferdousi, relate that Cyrus 
resigned his kingdom to Lohorasp, and went into religious retirement 
before his death; so that in this view he may have survived his repre- 
sentative on the throne. But Lucian affirms, upon the authority of an 
inscription in Persia, that Cyrus lived to a great age, and died of grief 
on hearing of the atrocities of his son Cambyses. All concur in stating 
that the successor of Cyrus came to the throne before his death. From 
whence then arises the certainty of your correspondent on this vital 
point of the inquiry, viz., the time when Cyrus died? Has that which 
was uncertain in the days of Herodotus become certain by repetition in 
the days of G. and G. B.? 

Thirdly, there is an obscure chapter in the Book of Daniel, viz., 
chap. x., in which we read of a vision “ in the third year of the reign 
of Cyrus king (melek) of Persia;” and we learn that there was then 
living and in power a certain ‘‘ prince (sar) of the kingdom of Persia,” 
distinct from Cyrus the ding. This prince is again spoken of as “prince 
of Persia,” against whom some contest was carried on, and “a prince 
of Grecia’’ is also spoken of, and soon after we meet with the abrupt 
words, ‘also I in the first year of Darius the Mede, even I, stood to 
confirm and to strengthen him’ (chap. xi. 1). Now the usual mode of 
disposing of these princes of Persia and Grecia is by supposing that they 
were tutelary angels presiding over Persia and Grecia. Because it is 
set down for certain, that during the reign of Cyrus there could be no 
other prince of Persia. But this is not the testimony of Daniel, whose 
contemporaneous evidence must not be set aside concerning the condi- 
tion of the Persian empire in the third year of the reign of Cyrus. I 
do not pretend to clear up all obscurities, but it is quite clear that 
Daniel speaks in this place of another ruler in Persia besides Cyrus, 
and it appears to me that the prince of Persia, or of the kingdom or 
province of Persia here spoken of, was no other than Darius the Mede 
there specially referred to, reigning as I suppose at Shushan. Thus 
if Darius the Mede, this prince, was the son of Hystaspes, as I suppose 
(and his successor Xerxes “as far richer than they all,” being spoken 
of immediately after him confirms the idea), the testimony of Daniel 
would be in harmony with that of Ferdousi and Lucian, so that “ this 
Daniel prospered in the reign of Darius, and in the reign of Cyrus the 
Persian” (vi. 28). 











6 J. 8. L., July, 1860, p. 414; see also G. B., April, 1858, p. 151. 
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Fourthly, I might dwell upon a fact, which has been frequently 
before pointed out, viz., that ‘* Nehemiah the Tirshatha and Ezra the 
priest the scribe” (Neh. viii. 9, 14, 17), were both present at the first 
feast of tabernacles kept at Jerusalem after the return from captivity, 
and that they both sealed the covenant together with the same list of 
priests who came up from Babylon with Zerubbabel (Nehem. vii. 7, 
65; viii. 9; x. 1); and that Nehemiah was yet living in the thirty- 
second year of Artaxerxes Longimanus B.c. 433 (xiii. 6), and Ezra in 
the twentieth year B.c. 445), so that if Zerubbabel and these priests 
came to Jerusalem in the first year of Cyrus, it is impossible that the 
first of Cyrus could have been so early as B.c. 536, as generally sup- 
posed. In other words, the reign of Cyrus must have partly at least 
coincided with the reign of Darius sou of Hystaspes. 

So much for the difficulties in Scripture chronology as regards the 
reigns of Cyrus and Darius, involved in the common mode of reckoning. 
Let me now say a few words on the no less difficulties involved in the 
common mode of arranging the chronology of Herodotus as regards the 
reign of Cyrus. 

The first palpable contradiction between Herodotus and Scripture, 
according to the common reckoning of the reign of Cyrus, is, that 
Herodotus places the commencement of the Persian empire under 
Cyrus, and the supremacy of the Persians over the Medes, long before 
the capture of Babylon, in B.c. 560, whereas the prophet Daniel, who was 
living at Babylon at the time it was taken, distinctly gives precedence to 
the Medes over the Persians up to the time of the fallof Babylon. The 
authority of Daniel as contemporary clearly supersedes that of Hero- 
dotus on this point, and if we admit, as no one ventures to deny, that 
Cyaxares II. succeeded to the throne of Astyages, Cyrus did not, and 
could not claim the throne of the emperor of Persia on the death of 
Astyages, nor till the time of the death or deposition of Cyaxares, and 
did not therefore issue his proclamation claiming sovereignty “ over all 
the kingdoms of the earth” till the imperial reign of Cyaxares ceased. 
If Darius the son of Hystaspes therefore was the successor of Cyaxares 
=Ahasuerus, and called Darius the Mede, and Cyrus came to the im- 
perial throne at the end of the reign of Cyaxares, the first year of 
Cyrus over the empire of Persia was not far distant from the first of 
Darius the Mede, as Daniel appears to state. 

Another insuperable difficulty in the common reckoning concerning 
Cyrus is (see Hales Chronology) that he is said to have lived seventy 
years, and to have died in the year B.c. 530. If so, Cyrus must have 
been born as commonly supposed in 8.c. 600. But this is impossible 
consistently with facts related by Herodotus. For his grandfather Asty- 
ages married in the year of the eclipse p.c. 585, and his great grand- 
father Cyaxares was then still upon the throne. Now allowing only five 
years more to the reign of Cyaxares, and thirty-five years more after that 
for the reign of Astyages, in all forty years after the eclipse, and allowing 
that Astyages lived to the age of eighty, and was born therefore in B.C. 
625, still it is not within reason to suppose that he could have been @ 
grandfather in the year B.c. 600. If Cyrus therefore lived to the age of 
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seventy, as related by Cicero, from Dino the historian, which fact 
appears to be supported by a legend attached to the number seventy, 
(Lucian says he lived to the age of 100,) he must have died many years 
later than n.c. 530. ‘We may dismiss therefore from among the cer- 
tainties of the most uncertain history of this king, that he was born 
fifteen years before his grandfather married, that he first conquered his 
grandfather, then his great uncle Croesus, and that this same Croesus 
survived his great nephew Cyrus, who lived seventy years, and con- 
tinued to live through the reign of his great-great-nephew Cambyses as 
his principal adviser. 

Again, I have elsewhere shewn how Nebuchadnezzar at the time of 
his death referred to the coming of Cyrus the mule to destroy Babylon, 
in allusion, as I conceive, to the Delphic response to Croesus, and how 
therefore this Babylonian king could not have died according to the 
common reckoning in B.c. 561, long before the oracle was consulted 
by Croesus, and how this inference is confirmed by Herodotus himself, 
who speaks of Labynetus and Nitocris as living in B.c. 585, that is of 
Nabopolassar and Nitocris, and also of Labynetus their son, or Nebu- 
chadnezzar, who we know reigned forty-three years, and must therefore 
have reigned till the time of Croesus. 

Lastly, your correspondent G. B., who upholds the common reckon- 
ing, has contributed an elaborate article ‘On the probable date of the 
Fall of Nineveh,’ and concludes that “it is certain that the sack and 
overthrow of the Assyrian Metropolis by the Medes and Babylonians 
cannot be dated later than cir. 5914 B.c.” The one sole argument upon 
which this conclusion is founded, is, that Cyrus died in the year B.c. 
530. Will he have the goodness first to prove this fundamental point. 
In treating of the fall of Nineveh, he has with much ingenuity avoided 
all the earliest authorities concerning the fate of Nineveh. 

Demetrius, Abydenus, Polyhistor, and Josephus had all, we may 
infer, seen the history of Berosus, derived from native records, detailing 
no doubt the history of the fall of Nineveh and the rise of Babylon; 
and Herodotus a century and a half earlier than Berosus had collected 
the native traditions current in his days. These authorities ought to 
have been closely sifted, rather than avoided, before arriving at the 
above conclusion. Their combined testimony appears to me to be dis- 
tinct and in perfect harmony, and the result, according to the best judg- 
ment I can form concerning it, is set down at the beginning of this 
letter. It is only surprising that when the principal date which governs 
the chronology of the period comes under consideration, viz., the great 
solar eclipse, the circumstances connected with which are so circum- 
stantially described by Herodotus, and the date of which is so distinctly 
ascertained by modern science, your correspondent should be content 
to treat this insuperable obstacle in the way of his conclusions with the 
following insipid remark: ‘‘It is possible, nay, it is not beyond the 
limits of probability, that the Median and Lydian armies, when about 
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to engage in a battle, may have had their superstitious fears excited by 
a sudden thunder storm of unusual gloom and violence.”’ 

In conclusion, I trust that the contents of the many inscriptions 
in the British Museum, the publication of which has been long 
promised, and the value of which may be estimated from Sir Henry 
Rawlinson’s letter in the Atheneum of this date, may not be delayed, 
as any one new fact conuected with the history of this confused period 
may lead to the clearing up of many doubtful points. 

Claysmore, Aug. 18, 1860. I. W. Bosanauer. 


P.S. With regard to the age of Daniel, there is no real difficulty, 
He was carried captive to Babylon when Jehoiakim fell into the hands 
of Nebuchadnezzar, and when part of the vessels were carried away 
(Dan. i. 2), that is to say, after Jehoiakim had served the king of 
Babylon three years, and had revolted (2 Kings xxiv. 1; 2 Chron. 
xxxvi. 6, 7). The second year of Nebuchadnezzar, spoken of in Dan. 
ii. 1, is the second after his father’s death, that is to say, his fourteenth 
year. This is set down by Scaliger amongst “ epochs bearing the cha- 
racter of certainty” in Scripture.” 


CANONICAL AND APOCRYPHAL BOOKS. 
To the Editor of “ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—The origin of that intermixture of the Canonical and Apocryphal 
books which we find in the Roman Vulgate, is not understood by the 
generality of Biblical students. They are puzzled to account for the 
same disarrangement in a version, which professedly follows the Hebrew 
text, as that which we find in the Septuagint Version. But they should 
remember that the Greek Version of the LXX. was the only text of the 
Old Testament which was used in the Christian Church till the days 
of Jerome, and that it was then admitted after much controversy be- 
tween Jerome and Augustine. It ended, like many other controversies, 
in a compromise. The version of Jerome was admitted, but was com- 
pelled to follow the same order as that in which the books of the Old 
‘Testament had hitherto been received. It forms a striking evidence of 
the universal influence of the Greek Version in the Primitive Church, 
that even the authority of Jerome could not introduce the Vulgate 
translation of the Psalms into public worship. 

These historical facts should always be remembered in our contro- 
versies with the Papists. Many uninformed Protestants suppose this 
intermixture of the Canonical and Apocryphal books of the Old Testa- 
ment to date from the decision of the Council of Trent; and that it 
was introduced in opposition to the Protestant Reformation. The 
Council of Trent decided in favour of the same arrangement as had 
always existed, and so far it might plead the universal tradition of 
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the Church. But they erred in giving the same authority to the 
Apocryphal as the Canonical books. The Protestants were clearly in 
the right in this fundamental distinction. 

At what time this intermixture took place in the Greek Version it 
is now, perhaps, impossible to determine; certain it is, that none of 
the Apocryphal books were extant when the Greek translation first 
appeared; nor can it be traced so far back as the Christian era. 
Neither Josephus nor Philo confound the Canonical books of the Old 
Testament with the Apocrypha. Yet it appears to have existed in the 
earliest part of the second century, and soon after the fall of Jeru- 
salem, in the time of Origen (a.p. 230); for he not only recognizes its 
existence, but in his Epistle to Africanus, assigns it canonical equality. 
But Origen was bold and singular, and his opinions were viewed with 
much distrust by the Orthodox. 

It is probable that the introduction of these Apocryphal books, 
however injudicious, was by no means intended for any evil purpose. 
The Greek text of the Old Testament was confessedly a translation, not 
the original record. To admit writings relating to the Jewish history 
seemed harmless, perhaps desirable, if not considered as of canonical 
authority. The books of Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom were little more 
than comments on the Proverbs, and so might pass without rebuke in 
those uncritical times. We are not pleading for their introduction, but 
only accounting for it. We are furnishing the reader with an historical 
solution of their introduction amongst the books of the Old Testament. 

In the Western Church, the Septuagint was very early translated 
into Latin. It could not be long after the preaching of St. Paul at 
Rome, that both the Old and New Testaments received the Roman 
language. I have always thought, what was known by ‘ The Italic,” 
was no other than the version which was expressly circulated in Italy. 
But all these Latin versions were confessedly taken from the LXX. 
Indeed, it must have been so, for the Hebrew language was totally 
unknown in the Christian Church till the days of Origen. 

It could scarcely be wondered that these early Latin versions fol- 
lowed the same order as they found in the Septuagint, and this will 
still further account for the Vulgate being compelled to adopt this order. 
Ihope, by these few remarks, to have cleared up some difficulties of 
considerable importance. If any of your readers wish for more infor- 
mation they should procure Bishop Marsh’s invaluable work on the 
Romish Church. 

I am, Sir, yours respectfully, 
The editor of The Hellenistic Greek Testament. 

Brighton, Sept. 6, 1860. 





CODEX SINAITICUS. 
To the Editor of ‘ The Journal of Sacred Literature.” 


Sir,—As the following letter and document forwarded to me by Pro- 
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fessor Tischendorf, in answer to my application to him for such infor- 
mation as he was disposed to communicate, respecting the manuscript 
of the Sinai Bible discovered by him, contains that which greatly inte- 
rests Biblical students, I shall feel much obliged should you be able to 
afford it a place in your next publication. 

I remain, Sir, yours respectfully, 


H. HEeINFeETTER. 
17 Fenchurch Street, July 3, 1860. 


Sir,—I hope that this notice upon the publication of the manuscript 
of the Sinai Bible will fully reply to the questions you had the goodness 
to address to me on the 8th of June. 

Perhaps you will have the kindness to make this information known 
to your compatriots that share your interest. 

I have the honour to be, yours truly, 
Leipsic, June 24, 1860. C. TiscHEeNporr. 


* Extract from the Leipziger Zeitung of June 24th, 1860. 


“The journal of St. Petersbourg, dated May 3rd, gives us intel- 
ligence respecting the publication of the Sinaitic manuscript, with which 
Professor Tischendorf has been commissioned by the Imperial Govern- 
ment of Russia. The latter gentleman has since then returned to 
Saxony; the work itself has been commenced at St. Petersbourg and 
Leipsic, and we are now in a position to give more accurate information 
concerning this publication, which has excited so much interest in the 
remotest spheres. Of three plans which Professor Tischendorf laid 
before the Imperial Government of Russia with respect to this publica- 
tion, his Imperial Majesty has approved the one which holds in a cer- 
tain degree the medium between the two others. According to this, the 
whole text will be printed, with strict observance of all externalities, 
by means of such types as will accurately reproduce the writing of the 
original with its manifold peculiarities. These types are cut under the 
direction of Professor Tischendorf at the foundry of Von Gieserde and 
Devrieut at Leipsic, and are intended exclusively for the work in ques- 
tion. The text of the manuscript is distributed among three folio 
volumes, whereof the two first will contain everything belonging to the 
Old Testament; and the third, the New Testament complete, together 
with the letter of Barnabas and the fragment of the shepherd of 
Hermas. To these three volumes will be added a fourth, containing & 
treatise on the history of the manuscript and the progress of its dis- 
covery, on its extraordinary great age, and its importance as regards 
the science of Biblical text. To this treatise is joined the paleeographico- 
critical commentary, concerning more than 7000 places altered in the 
manuscript by the old correctors. This volume will besides be dis- 
tinguished by twenty plates of photographic fac similes, which are to 
familiarize scientific eyes with the impression of the original, and to 
point out the especially interesting parts. The photographic part of 
the work is being executed by order, and under the control of the pub- 
lisher in the Photographic Atelier of the imperial staff at St. Peters- 
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bourg, whilst the execution of all topographic words takes place in the 
above-named foundry at Leipsic. The publication itself of the work 
will take place at St. Petersbourg exclusively, without its appearing in 
the bookselling world, as all the 300 copies will be reserved by his Im- 
perial Majesty as presents. 

“The completion of the work being deferred to the year 1862, is 
intended to illustrate still more the 1000th anniversary of the Russian 
Empire, which falls in that year. But in order to satisfy the desire of 
scientific men, there will be prepared, besides this anniversary edition, 
another which is to reproduce in a more simple form, although with 
the same critical precision, the Sinaitic text document. ‘This latter 
edition, confined at first to the New Testament, with Barnabas and 
Hermas, will appear at a very moderate price at the printing office of 
F. A. Brockhaus, and is to be published in the same year, iramediately 
after the anniversary edition. A special communication will in the 
course of this summer announce the undertaking of this double edition, 
with information respecting many points of this manuscript, from which 
the reader will already be enabled to pass a judgment as to its critical 
character of the text, and its scientific importance. It is a matter of 
course that every earnest inquirer for manuscripts will welcome this very 
ancient witness of saving truth; misunderstandings alone could induce 
pious minds to be apprehensive about it. 

“This advertising communication, printed also by F. A. Brockhaus, 
will contain information respecting all the results of the last oriental 
journey of the editor, in so far as they regard the discovery, possession, 
and use of old Greek and Eastern manuscripts.” 





THE CODEX SINAITICUS OF TISCHENDORF. 


Dear Sir,—The following particulars regarding this eminently pre- 
cious MS. are gleaned from a paper on the subject in the newly pub- 
lished number of the Studien und Kritiken, and may be of interest to 
your English readers, as forming the first details of the kind respecting 
the Sinai Codex, which, so far as I know, have yet been presented to 
the public. 

In paleographie character, the MS. exhibits the usual features of 
the oldest uncials. The letters are more regularly formed than those 
from the first hand in the Vatican Codex, and approach in point of cali- 
graphy to those of the Alexandrian MS. The initial letters of new 
paragraphs are not distinguished from the rest, either by size or by any 
attempt at ornamentation. Accents and breathings are totally wanting 
as in the Vatican MS., and there are but rare traces of punctuation. 
Generally speaking, the Sinaitic Codex may be regarded as occupying @ 
place with respect to paleeography, between A and B., and bears all the 
marks of a MS. of the first four centuries. 

The material of the MS., as in the Vatican Codex, consists of very 
fine and costly parchment. Neither Origen nor Jerome was accustomed 
to make use of this material, and it is only after the cessation of those 
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persecutions to which the early Church was subjected, that we find any 
mention made of its employment. Such MSS. therefore as the present, 
cannot possibly be dated before a.p. 251, when the persecution under 
Decius closed, and, indeed, scarcely before the end of the Diocletian 
persecution in the year 311, but at the same time cannot be referred to 
a much later period. 

The Sinaitic and Vatican MSS. are the only two known in which 
the sectional divisions of the Gospels brought in use by Eusebius 
(about the beginning of the fourth century) do not primd manu appear. 
The pre-Eusebian origin of our MS. may also be inferred from the 
fact that it contains, after the Apocalypse of John, the Epistle of Bar. 
nabas and the beginning of Hermas, without marking any distinction be- 
tween these and the canonical books, whereas Eusebius (Hist. Zcele., iii, 
25) expressly excludes both these writings from the canon of Scripture. 
It may also be noticed, in confirmation of the hypothesis that the MS, is 
older than the days of Eusebius, that it assigns quite a peculiar place 
to the Acts of the Apostles, viz., between the Pauline and the Catholic 
Epistles, while Eusebius places that book before the Pauline writings, 
after which, in the order which he adopts, there follow the Catholic 
Epistles. 

The following are important readings of the Sinaitic MS. It omits, 
as was to be expected, the passage 1 John v. 7, the famous text of 
** the heavenly witnesses.’ It also omits the whole section containing 
the history of the adulteress (John vii. 53; viii. 11). And what is 
still more worthy of notice, it entirely wants the long passage forming 
the conclusion of St. Mark’s Gospel (Mark xvi. 9—20). It thus adds 
its weighty suffrage to that of the Vatican MS. against the genuineness 
of this whole section. It was supposed by some Biblical critics, that, 
as made known in Mai’s edition of B, there was a large space left vacant 
at the end of Mark’s Gospel in that MS.; the transcriber may have by 
some means been prevented from adding the concluding verses, while 
not suspecting their authority; but this new witness will go far to 
strengthen the argument against their authenticity. 

In 1 Tim. iii. 16, our MS. reads os instead of Geos as in the textus 
receptus. This is a very valuable, and will probably be deemed deci- 
sive, contribution to the settlement of the true reading in this passage. 
The uncertainty which has prevailed as to the reading of both A and C 
in this text, gives additional importance to the authority of the Sinai 
MS., particularly as it is probably the oldest witness to whom we can 
appeal, the Vatican MS., as is well known, not now containing the 
pastoral epistles. 

The much controverted words ¢v ’E¢éow in the beginning of the (so 
called) Epistle to the Ephesians, are wanting in our MS. These words 
have usually been marked doubtful by recent critical editors on the 
sole authority of the Vatican MS., taken in connexion with the express 
statement of Basil (middle of fourth century), that they were wanting 
in the ancient copies of the New Testament. It seems as if the Vatican 
and Sinaitic MSS. were the only two which had in this particular pre- 
served to us the genuine reading of the New Testament text. 
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I regret to find, in the paper from which I have drawn the above 
information, no mention made of the reading of the Sinai MS. at Acts 
xx. 28. It is now certain that B reads Qcod in that passage, and should 
this reading be confirmed by the newly-discovered MS., the controversy 
which has been waged regarding that most important text may be con- 
sidered as satisfactorily closed. But on that, and many other points 
connected with the MS., we must look for light to Tischendorf’s speedily 
promised publication, and trusting that in the meantime the above hints 
may be acceptable to some of your readers, 

I am, dear Sir, yours sincerely, 


AuEex. RoBeErts. 
St. John’s Wood, Sept. 1, 1860. 
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NOTICES OF BOOKS. 


Ceylon: an account of the Island, Physical, Historical, and Topogra- 
phical, with Notices of its Natural History, Antiquities, and Pro- 
ductions. By Sir James Emerson Tennent, R.C.S., LL.D, ete, 
London: Longman and Co., 1859. 


GALLE, the principal port in the island of Ceylon, and where our ships 
and steamboats touch on their passage to and from the East, has at 
this time been brought into prominent notice by the loss of the Malabar 
—that ship which was intended to convey our own ambassador, and 
Baron Gros the ambassador of the French Emperor, to China, to set- 
tle our disputes with that far distant and, even up to this time, com- 
paratively little known empire. 

The geography of the world is not much, if at all altered since the 
time of Solomon. The lapse of two or three thousand years has made 
little perceptible difference on the surface of the globe. And if we find 
Galle—placed as it is midway between the eastern and western nations 
of the world—convenient as an entrepét now, we may presume that it 
was (if it were then known) equally convenient in ancient times, and 
therefore that this place, or some place not far distant from it, must be 
the one that is spoken of as the ancient Tarshish. 

The claims of Cadiz at the mouth of the Guadalquiver in Spain, 
have long since been given up. It is all but universally allowed that 
the Tarshish mentioned in the Scriptures must be somewhere in the 
East, and the only question now is, whereabouts in the East can this 
place be ? 

Sir Emerson Tennent has fixed upon Galle, and he has in some 
measure qualified himself to be an arbiter in the matter. He has spent 
nearly thirteen years in the island as governor. During this long 
residence he has taken opportunity to examine it by personal inspec- 
tion in all its length and breadth, and what is more, has written the 
best account of it, as to its form, productions, plants, animals, and 
capabilities, that has ever yet been given to the world. Galle is one 
of its principal ports, Colombo ranking before it only because it is the 
seat of government. 

In one part of his work to which we will now draw attention, Sir 
Emerson Tennent has come to the conclusion,—and given his reasons 
for so thinking,—that Galle is the ancient Tarshish, and in introducing 
it to our notice, he thus writes :— 


“Tn modern times Galle was the mart of Portugal, and afterwards of Holland; 


and long before the flags of either nation had appeared in its waters, it was one of 


the entrepdts whence the Moorish traders of Malabar drew the productions of the 
remoter East, with which they supplied the Genoese and Venetians, who dis- 
tributed them over the countries of the West. Galle was the ‘ Kalah’ at which 
the Arabians in the reign of Haroun Alraschid met the junks of the Chinese, and 
brought back gems, silks, and spices from Screndib to Bassora. The Sabeeans, cen- 
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turies before, included Ceylon in the rich trade which they prosecuted with India, 
and Galle was probably the furthest point eastward ever reached by the Per- 
sians, by the Greeks of the lower empire, by the Romans, and by the mariners of 
Berenice, in Egypt, under the Ptolemies. But an interest deeper still attaches 
to this portion of Ceylon, inasmuch as it seems more than probable that the long- 
sought locality of Tarshish may be found to be identical with that of Point de 
Galle.”—Vol. ii., p. 100. 

To determine this question, it will be necessary to see what sort of 
things are said in the sacred volume to have been brought from what 
is there called Tarshish ; whether such things are producable in the 
island, or to be obtained in it; and especially whether it is of such a 
description as to afford access to ships, and what time would be required 
to sail from the coasts of Arabia or from the Red Sea to such a place. 

Of what kind the things were which the merchants brought from 
Tarshish we are told in the sacred volume, and they are said to be 
gold, silver, apes, and peacocks, In Ceylon, apes, peafowl, and ele- 
phants abound. 

“In some of the unfrequented portions of the eastern province, to which 
Europeans rarely resort, and where the peafowl are unmolested by the natives, 
their number is so extraordinary that, regarded as game, it ceases to be ‘ sport’ to 
destroy them ; and their cries at early morning are so tumultuous and incessant 
as to banish sleep, and amount to an actual inconvenience.” —Vol. i., p. 165. 

We may add that in Ceylon, other birds, the plumage of which 
might be equally used as ornaments to the person, and especially to 
heighten female beauty, also abound, as the sunbird, birds of paradise, 
parroquets, and kingfishers. And though peafowl alone are mentioned 
as articles of commerce, yet we are probably to understand that other 
birds which had pretensions to beauty were articles of commerce too, 
and were ail comprehended under this one name, peafowl. 

We may observe further, that the Hebrew word used by the sacred 
writers for peacock cannot be traced up satisfactorily to any Hebrew 
root. It is evidently of foreign origin, and what is singular, in the 
island to this day the word used by the natives for this bird harmo- 
nizes exactly with the word signifying peacock in the Hebrew Scrip- 
tures. The natives call the bird “ tokei,” and the word in Hebrew, in 
the plural number (for it is not once used in the singular, as if the 
Jews had knowledge of the peacock only in mass), is man (tukeyim). 
This very word would lead us to believe that the bird had been 
brought from Ceylon under the very name by which it was known to 
the inhabitants of that island at that time. 

The merchants are also said to have brought apes. Now what 
says Sir Emerson Tennent of them? Read his own words :— 


“To a stranger in the tropics, among the most attractive creatures in the 
forests are the troops of monkeys which career in ceaseless chace through the 
loftiest trees. In Ceylon there are five species, four of which belong to one group, 
the wanderers, and the other is the little graceful grimacing *i/awa, which is the 
universal pet and favourite of both natives and Europeans.”’—Vol. i., p. 129. 


In the name of this animal also there is a wonderful analogy be- 
tween the Ceylon vernacular and the ancient Hebrew. The natives 
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call it “kapi,” and its Hebrew name (in the Hebrew, however, only 
used in the plural), is opp (kophim). 

As to ivory, that could not be scarce where elephants were so 
abundant, and abound to this day, so much so as to be a nuisance to 
the island. Sir Emerson Tennent says that at the time the Portuguese 
and Dutch had possession of the island, the supply of elephants for 
Government purpose swas kept up “ by periodical battues conducted at 
their cost, on a plan similar to that adopted in India, when herds vary- 
ing from twenty to one hundred and upwards are driven into concealed 
enclosures and secured.” 

It is remarked as a curious fact, that— 


“Whilst in Africa both sexes have tusks, with some slight disproportion in 
the size of those of the females; and whilst in India, the females are provided 
with them, though of much less dimensions than the males; not one elephant in 
a hundred is found with tusks in Ceylon; and the few that possess them are 
exclusively males. Nearly all, however, have those stunted processes which are 
called tushes, about ten or twelve inches in length, and one or two in diameter.” 


Elephants were once supposed to shed their teeth or tusks periodi- 
cally ; it is now known not to be so. But this is ascertained, that the 
first teeth of the elephant, like those of man, are shed. Amongst the 
thousands of elephants then which may have been said to have ori- 
ginally covered the island of Ceylon, doubtless many must have been 
the teeth dropped and left to be gathered up by any that could find 
them, to say nothing of those who for the sake of their teeth were cap- 
tured and destroyed. 

Need we wonder then at Solomon’s throne of ivory, or of the ivory 
used for other purposes by him, and by such of his wealthy subjects as 
imitated his example? And whither could he seek for this valuable 
article with so much success, as in the port of an island where it so 
much abounded ? 

But then, further, the merchants imported both gold and silver. 
These were not abundant in the island, if found there at all. Bya 
geological survey made by our own Government, no successful disco- 
very of either gold or silver has been made, and we are not justified in 
supposing that either of these metals brought in Solomon’s ships came 
from this place. But as we have observed, Galle was then the mart of 
trade, and quantities of gold and silver must therefore have been 
brought to it, to be weighed for articles which the merchants purchased. 
As we in England now receive gold from Australia and other places, 
so probably the people at Galle received from the regions eastward, 
beyond them, both gold and silver. Silver abounds to this day in 
China, Malacca, and other places eastward. As now, so then, Galle 
was the port where those sailing from the east and those sailing from 
the west met. It was at that time the main entrepét of the known 
world, and .as such there was no place so likely to which Solomon 
would charter ships from whence to supply his wants as it. (The 
gold is said to have come from Ophir.) 

There was still another article which also would lead us to suppose 
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that Ceylon was a place whence Solomon would supply, at least, some 
of his wants; those that have reference to the elegance of life, the 
splendour and beauty of his buildings, its wood. Of eourse he ob- 
tained the fragrant smelling cedar from Lebanon, by the goodwill and 
co-operation of Hiram the prince of Tyre. As pianos with us are made 
of curious woods, so we read Solomon had harps, and psalteries, and 
lutes, and such like instruments made of almug trees. In order to 
ornament his temple, and other buildings, he also used almug trees for 
pillars, cutting them into various shapes and sizes. 

After describing the woods which are used for house or ship build- 
ing and other useful purposes, Sir E. Tennent adds :— 


“The forests to the east furnish the only valuable cabinet woods used in 
Ceylon, the chief of which is ebony, which grows in great abundance throughout 
all the flat country to the west of Trincomalie. It is a different species from the 
ebony of Mauritius, and excels it and all others in the evenness and intensity of 
its colour. The centre of the trunk is the only portion which furnishes the ex- 
tremely black part which is the ebony of commerce; but the trees are of such 
magnitude that reduced logs of two feet in diameter, and varying from ten to fif- 
teen feet in length, can readily be procured from the forests of Trincomalie. 

“There is another cabinet wood of extreme beauty, called by the natives 
cadooberia. It is a bastard species of ebony, in which the prevailing black is 
stained with stripes of rich brown, approaching to yellow and pink. But its den- 
sity is inconsiderable, and in durability it is far inferior to that of true ebony. 

“The calamander, the most valuable cabinet wood of the island, resembling 
rosewood, but much surpassing it both in beauty and durability, has at all times 
been in the greatest repute in Ceylon.”—Vol. i., p. 117. 


He mentions several other cabinet woods, and woods proper for 
veneering, and it is more than probable that it was one of these woods 
which obtained amongst the Hebrews the name of almug trees, and of 
which Solomon made the musical instruments we have mentioned, and 
out of which he carved the beautiful pillars which adorned his house 
and the temple. And if so, they were importations from Ceylon. 

But the matter which tends more than any other to convert the 
supposition that Galle is the Tarshish of Scripture into a reality, is the 
time specified as that which was occupied in sailing from the Red Sea 
to whatever the place was, and returning. We must bear in mind 
that in those early times, the only method of sailing was what we now 
call coasting. The resolution of Columbus to trust himself to an open 
and unknown sea was considered by many, if not by most, a dangerous 
and foolhardy experiment. Horace had long ago depicted the commit- 
ting the frail bark to the seas, even for the purpose of coasting, as a 
wickedness :— 

* Nequicquam Deus abscidit 
Prudens Oceano dissociabili 
Terras, si tamen impize 
Non tangenda rates transiliunt vada. 
Audax omnia perpeti ; 
Gens humana ruit per vetitum nefas.”— 
Horace, Odes., liber i., ode 3. 


In the sacred narrative it is said that a return of the ships which 
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had started for this place, was expected only after the lapse of three 
years, Thus we read (1 Kings x. 22), ‘“ For the king had at seaa 
navy of Tarshish with the navy of Hiram: once in three years came 
the navy of Tarshish, bringing gold, and silver, and ivory, apes, and 
peacocks,”’ It is also singular, that in a Persian poem called the Gash- 
ash Nameh, the voyage from the Red Sea is represented as occupying 
the space of eighteen months, and the return voyage of course the same 
time. Three years would be the time in which a ship would go and 
return, leaving sufficient time for those who sailed with it to load and 
unload their freight. 

The monsoons also tend to fix Galle as the general entrepét. At 
one season of the year the monsoon sets in from the southern, or rather 
south-western ocean, and would prevent any ship coming from more 
eastern parts, as Bengal and China, doubling the headland on the south 
of Ceylon. It has been this very monsoon which has so lately perilled 
our own and the French ambassadors, in the harbour of Galle. On the 
other hand, when the north-eastern monsoon sets in, there is an equal 
impossibility in a vessel coming from the west doubling the same head- 
land to proceed north-eastward. The one would offer resistance to the 
party sailing eastward, and the other to the party sailing westward, 
Galle, as lying between the two monsoons, is just the point at which 
ships brought by these two adverse gales would meet, so that every 
consideration tends to fix upon that port as being the ancient Tarshish 
mentioned in the Scriptures. 





Travels and Adventures of the Rev. Joseph Wolff, D.D., LL.D., Vicar 
of Ile Brewers, and late Missionary to the Jews and Muhommedans 
in Persia, Bokhara, Cashmere, etc. Vol. I. Second Edition, 
London: Saunders and Otley. 8vo. 1860. 


Ir needs no words of ours to introduce Joseph Wolff to our readers, 
There are few names of clergymen so familiar to us in this country as 
his, and none so well known in the East. We are, however, well 
pleased to be able to introduce them to the early life and first adven- 
tures of this celebrated missionary, to tell them how he passed from his 
hereditary religion to that of the Roman Catholic Church, from thence 
through Protestantism to that ofa sound English Churchman. A Levite 
by birth, the son of the rabbi of Weilenbach, he is now, at the age of 
sixty-six, vicar of Ile Brewers, in Somersetshire—a priest of a better 
covenant than that of his fathers. In his father’s house he heard his 
countrymen speak of the future glory of Israel, of many great rabbis 
who travelled to Jerusalem to see the Holy City, of the great teachers of 
their religion, till young Wolff yearned to be a missionary too. Gleams 
of Christian light broke in upon him; the first, strangely enough, 
coming from the Talmud. Thus it is said that the great Onkelos, 
having by magic raised up Titus, the destroyer of Jerusalem, asked 
him how he would treat the Jews? Titus answered, that he would 
torture them. Then Onkelos raised up Jesus of Nazareth, and asked 
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him how they ought to be treated. He answered, “Treat them well.” 
Wolff asked his father who this Jesus of Nazareth was? His father 
told him that he was a Jew of the greatest talent; but, pretending to 
be the Messiah, the Sanhedrim had put him to death. Then he told 
him that Jerusalem was destroyed and the Jews kept in captivity, 
because they murdered the prophets of God. Wolff thought perhaps 
Jesus was a prophet, and was innocent. So strongly did these things 
strike his mind, that he never afterwards passed a church without 
standing outside to listen. One day he was told by a Christian barber 
who this Jesus was. ‘The real Messiah was Jesus of Nazareth, the 
Son of God, whom your ancestors have crucified as they did the pro- 
phets of old. Go home, and read Isaiah liii., and you will be convinced 
that Jesus Christ is the Son of God.” Wolff did so, and asked his 
father of whom the prophet spake in that place? His father stared at 
him, and gave no reply; but he heard him saying to his mother, “ God 
have mercy upon us, our son will not remain a Jew. He is continually 
walking about and thinking, which is not natural.” This striking 
event took place when Wolff was only seven years old. There seems, 
therefore, to have been a providential leading of this boy to Christianity. 

After this, we are not told at what age, we find Wolff travelling 
about, learning Latin and French, and maintaining himself by teaching 
Hebrew at Frankfort, Halle, Vienna, Prague, Presburg. At Frankfort 
he found the Jews complete infidels; at Prague, Jewish boys turned 
Christians to spite their parents, when they could not get all they asked 
for. At a monastery of Benedictine friars at Mélk, Wolff received his 
first regular instruction in Christianity. At Prague, at seventeen years 
of age, he was baptized by the Most Reverend Leopold Zalda, Abbot 
of the Benedictine monastery at Emaus: he was confirmed by the 
Bishop of Leutmeritz. 

The man that seems to have exercised the greatest influence over 
Wolff’s theological opinions, and while in the Roman Church prepared 
him for the rejection, afterwards, of its extravagant claims, was the 
famous Count Stolberg. Stolberg adhered strictly to the dogmas of the 
Roman Church, but troubled himself little about the opiniones pie. He 
did not believe in the doctrine of the Immaculate Conception; saying 
on one occasion, that if Mary was the mother of Jesus, Eve was his 
grandmother ; nor in the assumption of her body, though he believed 
that of her soul; nor did he approve of her being called the Queen 
of Heaven, or of prayers being addressed to her equally with her Son. 
Wolff's stay with him was only seven months. The sudden return of 
Napoleon from Elba compelled Stolberg to retire: two of his eleven 
sons fell at Waterloo. After a short stay at the Protestant University 
of Tiibingen in 1815, he reached Rome in the following year. Here 
he studied at the Propaganda in company with Count Feretti, now 
Pope Pius IX. 


“Wolff is anxious here to have his opinion of the Roman colleges thoroughly 
understood. Differing, as he constantly did, from both teachers and pupils in 
theological views . . . . he must yet uphold to admiration the moral and reli- 
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gious training he witnessed in those establishments. Neither in the Collegio 
Romano nor in the Propaganda did he ever hear an indecent observation, either 
from priests, prefects, or pupils, nor see one single act of immorality.” 


During his stay at the Propaganda, Wolff was continually shewing 
an independence of thought and word, by no means consistent with his 
youth and his position as pupil. He contradicted tutors and professors 
to their face in a manner which, he confesses himself, was highly im- 
proper : his freedom of tongue led to his dismissal. On his first intro- 
duction to the Pope, Pius VII., the latter was so taken with him, that 
he said— 


““¢You are my son, Wolff gently and caressingly patted his holiness on the 
shoulder, saying, ‘1 love your holiness; give me your blessing.’ Then kneeling 
down, he received the benediction of that holy man, of which he will always 
treasure the most pleasing recollection, in spite of those bigoted Protestants 
who declare the Pope to be Antichrist.” 


The consequence of this appeared afterwards :— 


“One day, indeed, matters became quite boisterous at table in the Collegio 
Romano. One of the pupils said, ‘ Wolff, how could you pat the Pope’s shoulder? 
are you not aware that the Pope is God?’ ‘Wolff became as red as a turkey- 
cock, and said, ‘ How can you dare to say such athing. The Pope is dust of 
the earth, polvere della terra. If he were God, I could not have touched him,’ 
All the collegians, and the professors, and rectors, and vice-rectors rose from 
their seats, and exclaimed, ‘ Wolff, what are you saying?’ Wolff said, ‘ This 
fellow called the Pope God, and I say he is dust of the earth: who is right? 
One answered, ‘ Is it not said, Ye are gods?’ Wolff said, ‘ Yes, which may be 
broken in pieces.’ Another said, ‘ He is God on earth, for he has power in heaven, 
and on earth, and in purgatory.’ And again, another said, ‘One may call him 
God in a large sense.’ Wolff replied, ‘I shall not call the Pope God either ina 
large or small sense.’ And to Wolff’s utter surprise, every one of the most 
learned men belonging to the Court of Rome defended and supported the 
expression.” 


This was the cause of Wolff’s being sent away from Rome. He 
returned to Vienna, and then went to a Redemptionist monastery at 
Val-sainte, where he did not stay long. Circumstances brought him at 
last to London. There he called on the late Henry Drummond, whom 
he had before known in Italy, and who, from the first moment of their 
acquaintance, promised ever to befriend him—a promise amply fulfilled. 
Drummond took Wolff first to a Baptist meeting-house, then to a 
Quaker’s, with both of which Wolff was disgusted: a Methodist meeting 
pleased him little better. It was not till he went to the Jewish chapel 
in Bethnal Green, and heard for the first time the church service, that 
he found the worship that satisfied him. From that time he considered 
himself a member of the Church of England, though, as he tells us— 


“His view being then (as it is to a great degree now) that the members of 
the living Church of Christ—i. e., those who in the last days shall compose the 
Church, which is to be the bride of the Lamb—are to be found among the bap- 
tized members of all denominations ; whilst, on the other hand, he maintains 
that the only divinely-constituted Church is that which has preserved the apos- 
tolic succession.” 


Wolff was sent, by the Society for Promoting Christianity among 
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the Jews, to Cambridge, where he studied for two years under Pro- 
fessor Lee, made acquaintance with Simeon, who, he tells us, was of 
Jewish extraction, and read theology with him every Saturday, and 
other lights of the then great and energetic evangelical party. It was 
with difficulty that the society was at last induced to send him out as 
a missionary. It had tried many Jewish converts before, but all had 
turned out badly: one turned a Mohammedan, another a pickpocket, 
another a swindler: it felt unwilling to trust Joseph Wolff. At last, 
chiefly through the influence of Mr. Drummond, he was sent to the 
East, stopping at Gibraltar, Malta, Alexandria: his journey extended 
through Sinai, Syria, and Palestine, including, of course, Jerusalem. 

We have traced out, in order of time, the early life of this remark- 
able man, and we have done so to put our readers in possession of the 
leading facts of that great part of his career which is the least known. 
The subsequent portion, his missionary work, has been published in 
various periodicals, and is, no doubt, more or less known to all. We 
shall therefore conclude this notice (to be continued when the second 
volume comes out) by mentioning a few of the remarkable events in 
Wolff’s missionary tour. 

The principal object of his journey was the conversion of the Jews. 
To these he was to address himself, trying to persuade them that the 
Messiah had come. We need not tell our readers what little success 
has attended these efforts, and how very unsatisfactorily most of the 
converted Jews have turned out: no one bears stronger testimony to 
this fact than Wolff himself. Many of the German Jews are infidels, 
who therefore are ready to renounce their own religion and embrace 
Christianity, in order to gain some temporal advantage. Throughout 
the East, both among Jews and Mohammedans, covetousness is the 
ruling passion ; for money they will profess Christianity, and for money 
renounce it. The majority, however, are firm to their fathers’ tradi- 
tions—even more tenacious, as their hopes seem more hopeless. An 
old Jew from Poland, at least seventy years of age, who was travelling 
to Jerusalem to spend the rest of his days in waiting for the coming 
of the Messiah, entered into conversation with Wolff, who told him 
that he was going to Jerusalem to preach the Gospel to the Jews there. 
The old man addressed him .— 


“‘* Sir, none will be converted; for we have been scattered for more than 
1700 years among all nations, persecuted and despised, our holy city destroyed, 
and the 1700 years spent in constant and continual endeavour by the Gentiles 
to persuade us that Jesus is the Messiah; but at the end of the 1700 years we 
disbelieve it still.’ He added, ‘ Centuries and centuries have passed since Chris- 
tians have tried to convert us by pouring out our blood and by persecuting us, 
and centuries and centuries have passed, and yet we stand a people separated 


“i the nations, and exclaim every day, Hear, Israel, the Lord our God is our 
1 2 ”° 


There can be no doubt that the long and cruel persecutions of the 
Jews in Europe during the middle ages must have left a legacy of 
bitter hatred against Christianity to their descendants, and a horror 
of embracing a religion which for hundreds of years persecuted them. 
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At Saloniki, the ancient Thessalonica, there is a strange sect of 
Jews which Wolff describes; the Turks call them “ Domna,” i. e,, 
“the Turned.” Their history is this: Shabatay Zebee, a Bulgarian 
Jew, a man of great learning, suddenly proclaimed himself the Messiah 
—one of those false Christs and false prophets against whom our Lord 
warns the Jews. Thousands flocked to his standard at Aleppo, Smyrna, 
and Jerusalem, also in Prague and Vienna. He ruled over multitudes 
who paid tribute to him. The attention of the Sultan being roused, 
he was sent to Constantinople, where, to save his life, he became Mo- 
hammedan : being still suspected, probably with justice, he was be- 
headed. The leading features of his teaching were the abolition of 
the law of Moses, the countenancing of every vice, and the practice 
of some secret rites. His death did not break up the sect, since his 
followers declared that it was written, ‘“ He was cut off from the land 
of the living.” There are about 200,000 of his sect still existing, 
They are generally very rich and clean, and honest in their dealings; 
they conform outwardly to the religion of the country they are in, but 
they intermarry with none but their own sect, and in secret practise 
their own rites. The singular feature of the whole—the abolition of 
the law of Moses—is, Wolff tells us, a common expectation of the Jews, 
They expect the Messiah will do this, quoting the passage in Jere- 
miah : ‘¢ Behold the days come, saith the Lord, that I will makea 
new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah.” 
Yet modern Jews reject Christ because he abolished the law. The 
truth, no doubt, is the dislike the natural man has to the purity and 
humility which the Gospel teaches. This man’s teaching of conformity 
to the world, joined with his claim of kingly power, at once gratified 
their vanity and their passions. 

We must defer further notice till we get the second volume. 





Sermons from the Quaresimale of P. Paolo Segneri. Translated from 
the original Latin by James Forp, A.M., Prebendary of Exeter 
Cathedral. In Three Series. London: Masters. 1857—1860. 
8vo. 


Mr. Forp has now completed his design in regard to these remarkable 
sermons, and the third series is now given to the public. We have 
before noticed the two former, and we are glad of another opportunity 
of bearing a further testimony to the great value of these discourses, 
both as striking compositions in themselves and as examples which 
may be profitably studied by preachers. As Mr. Ford remarks, the 
attention of the Church (and we may take the word in its widest sense) 
has lately been called in a remarkable manner to the best mode of 
enlightening the ignorant and reclaiming the irreligious in our great 
cities, especially in the metropolis ; and the style of Segneri has been 
recommended as adapted to that end. We know that men are drawn 
to the care of their souls in very extraordinary, and often very un- 
expected ways, but we must conclude that in this, as in all other 
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departments of the Divine operation, there are means more adapted 
than others to that end. And nothing can be more worthy of careful 
and diligent study than the best way of gaining the affections for God, 
and imparting to men peace on earth and a hope of blessedness here- 
after. Mr. Ford would not recommend to his brethren the style and 
manner of his author in every respect, or on all occasions, but for the 
purpose of arousing the careless and ignorant, he would press these 
sermons on their notice, and in this we entirely agree with him. He 
says :— 

“ For this particular object he considers that we may copy with advantage 
Segneri’s characteristic excellencies as a preacher ; for instance, his heartiness 
and zeal for souls, his unsparing reproof of particular sins and of the vices 
fashionable in his day, his determination to get a hearing and to carry his point ; 
and then, his close combatting with the wickedness and evasiveness of the 
human heart; and above all, his peculiar power—the power of a gifted and well- 
stored mind—in presenting Scripture truth under so many varied, attractive, 
and luminous points of view. It was by these means that he exerted and fixed 
the attention of the ignorant and irreligious. It was thus that he not only suc- 
ceeded in making himself understood, but so spake as to prevent the possibility 
of his being misunderstood by any class of his hearers. And this, after all, is 
the most useful kind of preaching and the best style of eloquence, when, without 
lowering our ministry or our sacred subject, we bring ourselves within the reach 
of the most ordinary capacity; when we are able to interest while we instruct, 
and to win while we convince—delectando pariterque monendo.” 

But Segneri is another instance of what has been so often proved, 
that no man ever became popular as a speaker without deeply studying 
both his subject and the mode of its delivery. It is a fatal mistake to 
suppose that art will produce an appearance of unnaturalness in those 
who use it, for ars est celare artem. “It must not be supposed,” says 
Mr, Ford, “that the eloquence of the Italians consists in the mere 
fervency of an impassioned imagination as apart from a due exercise 
of the judgment and reasoning faculties.’ He informs us, in corrobora- 
tion of this remark, that an Italian named Malmusi, has published an 
edition of the Quaresimale of Segneri with the object of shewing that 
every sermon is constructed on the rules of oratory laid down by Cicero 
and Quinctilian. At the close of each discourse, he appends a logical 
analysis of its contents, and reduces the leading arguments to the form 
ofso many enthymemes, pointing out their force and propriety. In 
connexion with this careful preparation, there is another thing to be 
noted in Segneri, and that is his use of illustrations taken from real 
life, from the known passions and sins of men. He also speaks plainly 
of hell and its horrors, and in this respect is like divines of the time of 
the Reformation in England, and the most popular preachers among 
Christian sects. He exposes the greatness of some sins which are now 
but little dwelt upon in pulpits, that of slander for instance. He 
paints its evil in strong colours, and gives illustrations of its punishment 
which sound almost like exaggerations, but which must have produced 
a great effect on the minds of common hearers. We will give this 
passage, and in taking our leave of the work, we most earnestly recom- 
inend it to all whose duty it is to instruct others in the great things of 
Christ’s Holy Gospel :— 
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“This, my brethren, this is the appalling effect which the sin of slander pro- 
duces on the mind of God; it is as if it rendered Him callous, implacable, in- 
exorable ; and therefore it is quite certain that, should you cherish any design 
of having recourse to Him in your last illness, to get Him to pity you, you will 
fail altogether ; and it will then appear to you an over-stretch of boldness to 
ask Him to compassionate in you those failings which sprang only from your own 
want of compassion towards others. Such was the reply made by a certain 
wretched friar, as it is related by some most creditable writers. He was on the 
point of death. The bystanders earnestly exhorted him to put his trust in the 
mercy of God. ‘What mercy?’ he answered them, ‘what mercy? there is no 
mercy to me who shewed so little to others.’ He then put out his tongue, and 
pointing with his fingers, bade them look at it. ‘This tongue it is,’ he resumed, 
‘that has ruined me! This tongue that has so often helped me in your hearing 
to condemn others, now itself hurls me desperately into perdition.’ He spake, 
and to make it more evident that he had pronounced a judicial sentence on him- 
self, his tongue began to swell most frightfully in his mouth. . . . Another 
slanderer, a woman, when dying, most savagely with her own teeth rent her 
tongue into pieces; in another case a man’s tongue became palsied ; in another, 
it bred worms ; so unserviceable did it become to them in their last extremity 
in asking God to forgive them their past sins. But what can you say in reply 
to this? Does it appear prudent for you to expose yourself to a terrible hazard 
for the sake of giving a little license to an unbridled tongue. May my mouth 
not speak of the works of men. Make then, make then this declaration, I say :— 
May my mouth not speak of the works of men! (Psalm xvii..4, Vulgate.) For 
much indeed doth it concern you to resolve on this and to do it firmly. How 
foolish, how blind, how besotted we are! Is it possible we can be so slow in 
determining, while here, to look to ourselves, considering that, hereafter before 
the tribunal of God, it will be of ourselves and not of other people that we must 
give an account ?” 


Charges of Heresy against Mr. Maurice, considered in a Letter to the 
Members of the Young Men’s Christian Association. Originally 
published in the year 1854. Cambridge: Macmillan and Co, 
pp. 44. 


Tue charge of heresy is a serious one to bring against a man, but it 
is not always a bad thing for him. There are some who will be scared 
by it, and induced to stand aloof from the accused, as one who has 
abandoned the ancient ways of truth, and entered upon the novel and 
perilous paths of error. But there are others who will not think and 
feel thus; they will suppose, if he be a man of genius, that he may be 
right ; or they will sympathize with him as one whose personal liberty 
is interfered with, or they will have a prurient curiosity to know what 
this forbidden fruit may be. Those who at once endorse the reproach 
of heresy, may do its object a real injustice, by neglecting to inquire 
into a charge which may not be well founded. But those who are 
enlisted on his side by the very fact that certain things are said against 
him may endanger their own well being. In any case the question 
should be fairly argued between the plaintiff and defendant. If the 
accuser hesitates or fails to support his charge by competent evidence, 
the fact ought to be made public, and equal publicity should be given 
to the defence. There are few public men who can afford to pass over 
such an accusation in silence when openly made. Mr. Maurice acknow- 
ledges in effect that he was under the necessity of defending himself, 
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and the pamphlet before us is the proof. In two respects it is notice- 
able. The accusations it refers to were first made some years since, 
and have been lately repeated ; and the reply itself was first printed 
a few years ago, and is now republished. 

We are not going into this matter at length, although some very 
important principles and questions are involved. It seems, however. 
that the immediate occasion of this reprint was as follows :—Mr. 
Maurice having received the nomination to an important incumbency 
in the metropolis, was by some deemed unsuitable for doctrinal reasons. 
The Record of July 13th distinctly accused him of four capital errors, 
and sundry minor ones. The chief points adduced were,—1. That he 
rejected the doctrine of everlasting punishment; 2. That he repudiated 
the doctrine of the last judgment; 3. That he denied the resurrection 
of the body ; and 4. That he rejected the doctrine of our Lord’s atone- 
ment. The lesser objections taken to him were such as these; that 
his form of teaching was not in accordance with that of the standards 
of the Church, and that he is accustomed to use old words in a new 
sense. 

Mr. Maurice admits that these charges were made long ago, and 
greatly complains that they are revived against him. But how does 
he meet them? He could have distinctly denied them, and published 
a simple declaration of his faith and practice, with such explanations as 
would have shewn the harmony of his teachings with the general doe- 
trine of the Church to which he belongs. This would have put his 
opponents to silence, or at least would have accounted for his apparent 
peculiarities. There were, however, serious difficulties in the way; he 
could not affirm his belief in all the doctrines instanced, nor could he 
say that he followed the beaten track either in the use or in the choice 
of words. He could not say that he accepted the doctrine of everlast- 
ing punishment as it is commonly understood ; neither could he say 
that his views on the other points do not differ from those usually en- 
tertained. As an honest man, therefore, he has pursued another 
course, and has laboured to justify the opinions he holds. We have 
carefully examined his plea, and are compelled to admit that it has 
failed to satisfy us. He has defended his opinions without a full and 
explicit statement of them, so that we are left to gather them in the 
best way we can. Those who are acquainted with his writings will 
perceive in a moment the disadvantage which this is to his readers. 
Mr. Maurice’s style is not celebrated for its logical precision and its 
transparency. It is often positively intricate and obscure, and is some- 
times capable of a double interpretation which is calculated to lead us 
astray. His actual meaning is from time to time so enveloped and 
encumbered with a crowd of minor arguments, illustrations, and allu- 
sions, that an CEdipus alone might hope to unravel it. Such at least 
is our experience, although his admirers will say that the darkness and 
uncertainty are only in our understandings. It may be so; but it 
may not. We admit that some portions, nay many portions of this 
gentleman’s writings are very plain and transparent, but it is pain- 
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fully evident that such is not always the case, for if he is so orthodox, 
why is his orthodoxy called in question? But it is idle to say he is 
orthodox in the usual sense of the word, because both he and all his 
followers declaim against the errors of the age, and profess to teach a 
purer doctrine both in matter and in form. Perhaps it will be said 
that it is not new doctrine, not another doctrine that is taught, but 
only a new and different interpretation of the old doctrine. To this 
we should reply that a new explanation of a doctrine may constitute a 
new doctrine. Take, for example, those above named as objected to, 
The doctrine of everlasting punishment is, that the punishment of the 
wicked in the world to come will last for ever. The doctrine of the 
last judgment is, that there will be a simultaneous, public, and uni- 
versal judgment of men at the end of time by the Lord. The doctrine 
of the resurrection of the body is, that the dead bodies of all men will 
be restored to life at the end of time, and, re-united with the soul, 
will be immortal. The doctrine of the atonement is, that the death of 
Christ upon the cross was a sacrifice on account of which alone God 
pardons men’s sin, and bestows upon them salvation. This is the view 
we take of these doctrines, and we think it agrees in the main with 
that usually entertained. Such propositions may be explained, but 
the explanation ought to be merely a development or variation of their 
terms in order to make them plainer. When the explanation conveys 
an idea substantially different from the simplest form of the doctrine, 
that doctrine is not explained, but explained away, and another is 
taught. 

Now let us see. Mr. Maurice gives up the doctrine of everlasting 
punishment. He believes in a judgment however. What is it? A 
present and continuous judgment; ore which is carried on, in and by 
individuals, and which consists very much in mental processes, and 
what we may call spiritual experiences. There may be nothing errone- 
ous in this, but any tyro knows it is not the doctrine of the last judg- 
ment. Nor can we identify this doctrine with the opinion that when a 
man dies he sees himself as he is, is seen by others as he is, and is 
awarded honour or ignominy according to his true character. All 
this may be true, but it is not the doctrine of the last judgment in the 
orthodox sense. We will not push this further, but proceed for a 
moment to the doctrine of the resurrection of the body. The ancient 
creeds sometimes vary, and hence speak of the resurrection of the body, 
of the flesh, or of the dead. The sense in which those creeds were 
understood, is made known to us by hosts of passages in the ancient 
Fathers, and in the writings of the great Protestant divines. Mr. 
Maurice admits the resurrection of the dead, but his explanation shews 
that he has different ideas in regard to it from those usually held. If 
we do not misunderstand him, he believes in a present and continuous 
resurrection, one which is moral and spiritual, isolated and individual, 
not material and universal. The resuscitation of moral and spiritual 
susceptibilities, the revival of holy thoughts, feelings, purposes, and 
endeavours, ete., seem to be regarded as the resurrection. We do not 
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deny it, but only remark that this is not the resurrection of the dead 
or of the body which all the followers of Christ expect, and to which 
the creeds refer. This is the resurrection against which Hippolytus 
wrote more than sixteen centuries ago, and which he said was that 
taught by the founder of the Nicolaitans. Doubtless conversion, rege- 
neration, revival, etc., are a resurrection, but not what is meant by the 
doctrine of the resurrection. But Mr. Maurice says plainly that he 
looks for a future resurrection of each individual. We are not sure 
that he means a simultaneous and universal resurrection at the end of 
time. He says it is a resurrection of the senses and living powers. He 
calls this a resurrection of the body, but he refuses to admit that the 
material frame of man will rise again. The explanation constitutes 
him the teacher of another doctrine. We cannot go into the proofs 
of the old doctrine, but we think we have fairly stated it, and that Mr. 
Maurice’s repeatedly expressed dislike of Bishop Butler justifies our 
assertion that he does not hold it. 

With reference to the doctrine of the atonement, we shall only say, 
that after a careful examination of various works in which the subject 
is touched on by Mr. Maurice, we are unable to identify his teachings 
with the doctrine as it has been held by the greatest divines of our own 
and other countries. So far as we can perceive, all of us can and ought 
to offer ourselves in sacrifice in a similar sense to that in which our 
Lord sacrificed himself. Sacrifice is the opposite of self-seeking, self- 
pleasing, self-glorifying, self-will, self-indulgence, ete. ; it is therefore 
self-renunciation and resignation to the will of God. The sacrifice of 
Christ declared God’s will that such sacrifices should be offered, it 
teaches men how to sacrifice themselves, it prompts them to do it; it 
therefore manifests God’s love to man, and has a moral power which 
overcomes the enmity of the heart and reconciles man to God. This 
seems to be Mr. Maurice’s notion of the atonement. If we are in error, 
we blame the obscurity of his language, and it is in his power to say 
what his opinion is. No one of his disciples is authorized to give an 
explanation which we are bound to receive, because we think others 
are as likely to be mistaken as ourselves. When the master deems 
it right to say precisely what he receives and what he rejects of this 
and the other doctrines, he may render himself a service as well as 
others. Objectors to this gentleman’s opinion are continually told that 
they misunderstand him. This is by no means improbable, when we 
consider not only the character of his style already hinted at, but his 
own confession as to the use of words. He admits that he uses the old 
words in a new sense. 

This principle is one of much consequence in all religious discus- 
sions, and our duty to ask for a definition of the terms employed is 
apparent. If we may use the words of the Creeds, the Prayer Book, 
and the Bible in a new sense, or in a sense new to our age, we must, to 
avoid misleading others, carefully explain our meaning. We imagine 
that Mr. Maurice has often done the first, and seldom the second. 
But suppose he had diligently pointed out every instance of this kind, 
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it is incumbent upon him to prove that he only returns to the idea of 
the compilers and translators. If he has done this, we are not aware 
of it. If he has not, he has grievously erred. He says indeed, “I 
have discovered nothing; what I am saying is to be found in every 
ereed of the Catholic Church; in the Prayers and Articles of the 
Church to which I belong ; most emphatically in the Bible, from which 
they derive their authority, and to which they refer as their ultimate 
standard.’’ This sounds well, but is superficial, for if he has discovered 
nothing, why does he profess to have discovered in the documents re- 
ferred to a sense which has been till now unsuspected? Indeed, he 
admits that the ideas he attaches to the words employed often differ 
from those commonly derived from them; and he ascribes this superior 
intelligence to the Spirit of truth. The mere fact that he ascribes his 
views to a special illumination is to our mind conclusive. It is mani- 
fest that, on his own shewing, he has truths to tell the world which are 
new at least to this generation. 

We shall not pursue our observations further, but we feel assured 
that, notwithstanding the complaints here made of unfairness and injus- 
tice, the appeals to Scripture, inward light and personal experience, 
Mr. Maurice has adopted principles of interpretation which are novel, 
and therefore often dangerous. There is a vast amount of mere talking 
in his assertions, as when he says, “I affirm that when I believe in 
God the Father, in God the Son, and in God the Holy Ghost, when I 
give glory to the Father, and tothe Son, and to the Holy Ghost, I am 
escaping from opinions. I believe that I am at the centre of God’s 
revelations of himself; I believe that he has led us out of our crude 
and miserable opinions about him, to that name which expresses what 
he is in himself, what he is in relation to me, and to all the uni- 
verse.’ No doubt all this is very profound, and of similar matter his 
books are full. All we can say is, that we do not wish for the multi- 
plication of such oracles, and would rather follow in the wake of the 

‘ good old divines of whom England may well be proud. There we find 
all the gravity, earnestness, piety, and talent, to say nothing of learn- 
ing, which can be desired ; and to the sober, reverent, and intelligible 
views which are propounded by them, our heart and conscience and 
understanding assent. They had the same Spirit to guide and teach 
them as that to which our new divines appeal; they sought divine illu- 
mination and grace as humbly and as earnestly as any now-a-days, 
and the solidity and power of their teachings have contributed mate- 
rially to make our country what it is. 

It is right that we should not conclude without saying, that while 
we differ from Mr. Maurice in his principles of interpretation, and of 
course in his peculiar inferences, we have no idea that he is insincere. 
We believe him to be a most earnest man, and probably very few 
think otherwise, notwithstanding his own apparent conviction to the 
contrary. Many think him in error, and say he is in error, whether 
judged by the Scriptures or the recognized formule of his own Chureh. 
We are of that number, and we regret to say that the letter now re- 
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printed is but little calculated to set him right with the great mass of 
Christian men. 


Pre-Adamite Man; or, The Story of our Old Planet and its Inha- 
bitants, told by Scripture and Science. London: Saunders and 
Utley. 1860. 8vo, pp. 320. 


Tue amiable and well-informed writer of this book, having arrived at 
certain conclusions about Adamites and pre-Adamites, has delivered 
his soul by appearing in print. It is not well to tell all our thoughts, 
although it is well to think, and we are not sure that our author has 
conferred much benefit upon the world by telling it his thoughts. Our 
pages are partly taken up in this number with another and a different 
theory of the early chapters of Genesis, but still one which, like this, 
claims for the world extraordinary antiquity, and advocates a doctrine 
of pre-Adamites. The author of this work regards the two accounts 
of the creation in the two first chapters of Genesis, as capable of a 
new explanation; he thinks “that the true way of explaining these 
passages is to refer them to two distinct creations, belonging respec- 
tively to periods far removed from one another, and occurring under 
conditions extremely different.” He thinks that the word Adam is 
to be derived from the root no, signifying resemblance or likeness, “ by 
prefixing the formative x,’ whence he gives us mx, “the being who 
has a likeness.” This choice specimen of etymology will illustrate the 
soundness of our author’s canons of criticism. Subsequently we are 
informed that the creation of angels must have been included in the 
six days’ work, and the proof of it is found in the declaration, “ that 
in six days the Lord created the heavens and the earth, the sea and 
all that in them is.” We notice that in the text here quoted the verb 
is not created but made, and that we have no right to infer from them 
that God created nothing except what was created on one of the six 
days. But our author does not stop here; the former race of men, he 
says, was called into being out of nothing; the second was formed out 
of the dust. The first man came into a world replete with plants, 
animals, etc.; the second race was ushered into a leafless and lifeless 
wilderness, and the creation of the present forms of animal and of 
vegetable life took place subsequent to that of man. But how does 
our excellent author make this destruction of the creatures named in 
the six days’ work, and this new creation, harmonize with his quota- 
tion, “‘in six days the Lord created the heavens and the earth, the sea 
and all that in them is?” To us it looks like nonsense to quote this 
text to prove that all things were created in the six Mosaic days, and 
yet to propound the theory that there has been a subsequent creation of 
man, animals, and plants. Adam, the father of the second race, is 
supposed to have been at one time “‘ the only living being that, so far 
as appears, yet existed in the garden of Eden, or even on the face of 
the earth.” It is supposed that the pre-Adamites had all been re- 
moved, body and soul, the good and bad alike (for sin was among 
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them) and had been transformed into angels. Angels, therefore, are 
the creatures whom we read of as created on the sixth day. The 
author pleads strongly for the antiquity of the earth, and among his 
hypotheses intersperses not a few interesting and instructive facts, 
His theory of the pre-Adamite character of angels is supposed to re- 
move the great objection to pre-Adamites, that no traces of their re- 
mains have been found by geologists. With much of this reasoning 
our readers will be familiar. It has often been supposed that the earth 
may have been the abode of rational beings long prior to the creation 
of Adam, and that such beings were destroyed or removed by Divine 
agency. Nor is there anything irrational or irreverent in all this. It 
may be that the traces of intelligent creatures, such as the flint arrow- 
heads, of which so much has been lately said, belong to the pre- 
Adamites in question. But all this is beside the chain of theories 
relating to the past, present, and future, contained in the volume before 
us. The fault we find with it is, that it makes mystery of a very in- 
telligible narrative, and that it makes the Bible the source or sponsor 
of hypotheses of purely human invention. When will men learn the 
proper intention and use of that divine book ? 

Those who are curious to know more of pre-Adamite man, must 
read the volume for themselves. It is written in a Christian spirit, 
and contains a good deal of useful matter, but we cannot find time or 
space to refute its theories, which we imagine will only make converts 
of here and there a superficial thinker, to whom novelty is an equiva- 
lent for verity. 





S. Justini Martyris et Philosophi Apologia. Editit J. G. J. Braunivs. 
Editio altera. Bonne: Habicht. 1860. S8vo. pp. xii, 152. 
Tue value of the apologies of Justin is acknowledged by all; and it 
is with satisfaction that we see a second edition of Braun’s work make 
its appearance. Justin was himself a remarkable man, and these apolo- 
gies, which belong to the second century, are themselves most important 
contributions to Christian literature. The first was presented to the 
Emperor Antonine, and the second to the Roman senate. They were 
intended to justify the followers of Christ in their rejection of heathenism, 
and in their profession of the Gospel, and are therefore designed as & 
refutation of the one, and an explanation and proof of the other. The 
first apology, if we may accept the statement of its author (section 46), 
was composed about A.p. 150. The second apology is commonly sup- 
posed not to have been written before a.p. 162. In the first, Justin 
shews how wrong it is to condemn Christians unheard when their lives 
are innocent and pure, their religion so powerfully supported by argu- 
ment, and their ceremonies so few and harmless; and he implores the 
cessation of persecution. It closes with several documents : an epistle 
of Adrian on behalf of the Christians, an epistle of Antonine to the 
province of Asia, and an epistle of the Emperor Marcus to the senate, 
in which he attests that the Christians were the cause of their victory 
in Germany. The second apology is imperfect at the commencement, 
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and is much shorter than the other. It contains some account of three 
recent martyrs, and argues in favour of Christianity, from the con- 
stancy of its followers. In this edition, the first apology occupies about 
sixty pages, and the second about twelve, and the remainder of the 
volume is taken up with notes and a useful index of contents. 

We know of no good translation of Justin’s apologies. The only one 
with which we are acquainted was published by the Rev. W. Reeves, 
in 1709, and this does not contain the second apology, and is on several 
accounts objectionable as a translation. There seems to be no reason 
why a good English version should not be produced ; it would be very 
useful and instructive to the increasing class of intelligent persons 
among us who feel interested in such matters, but whose knowledge of 
Greek is not profound. There are many peculiarities in Justin’s style, 
both in the use and choice of words, as well as in the arrangement ; 
but we do not think the difficulties in the way of a good idiomatic 
English rendering by any means insuperable. We shall be glad to 
hear that the work is undertaken by a competent scholar. The Fathers 
receive far too little attention in this country. They are left to acom- 
paratively small number of persons, whose scholarship, independent 
judgment, and good taste have overcome the popular prejudice which 
has consigned them to unmerited neglect, ever since the irruption of 
puritanic prejudices two centuries ago. We are tolerably well ac- 
quainted with what has been done both in editing and translating some 
of the best of the Fathers in this country; but after all we feel that 
justice has not been done the great mass of patristic literature. If, in 
these days of societies, a body of learned persons would form an asso- 
ciation for the study, illustration, and translation of the Fathers, they 
might correct many popular errors and prejudices, and add materially 
to our knowledge of this great and fruitful field. In colleges and 
universities, some attention is paid to the Fathers ; but when students 
come forth into active life they generally lay aside this branch of 
learning, and only here and there do we find such as continue to consult 
the early writers of the Church. Yet it is scarcely possible to over- 
estimate their value, as will be apparent to any one who has paid the 
slightest attention to the history of the Church, and of its doctrines and 
ceremonies. What do we know of Christianity after the close of the 
New Testament for many centuries, except from the Fathers? Very 
little indeed. But instead of going to these, the sources of our in- 
formation, we rest satisfied with the labours of modern compilers, who 
themselves draw from one another, as much as from the ancient writers. 

We make no excuse for this digression, which is due to our deep 
conviction of the desirableness of studying the Fathers, and not least 
Justin Martyr, whose genuine works, with all their peculiarities, we 
most highly prize. Dr. Braun’s edition will facilitate the study of the 
apologies. His notes are partly original and partly selected: they 
relate to the verbal criticism and the general elucidation of the text ; 
they contain many references to ancient authors and to modern editors 
and critics ; so that by the light they afford, any one may thoroughly 
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investigate these venerable documents. At the same time considerable 
advantage will be found in the consultation of such editions as those of 
Oberthur, Otto, Thirlby, and Trollope, and above all, of Bishop Kaye's 
masterly account of Justin’s life and writings. We do not pronounce 
any opinion on the sentiments of Justin, but we do not think they will 
be well understood without careful study. Neither do we say that 
Justin is in all respects a fair reflection of the Church of his age; this 
will be best perceived by the comparison of his writings with those of 
others who flourished at or about the same period. The information he 
gives on every subject is invaluable, and, apart from his opinions, he 
will amply repay the student for all his trouble by the facts which he 
communicates. 





JasHar. Fragmenta Archetypa Carminum Hebraicorum in Mosorethico 
Veteris Testamenti textu passim tesselata, collegit, ordinavit, restituit, 
in unum corpus redegit, Latine exhibuit, Commentario instruait 
Joannes Guilelmus Donaldson, D.D., etc. Editio secunda, aucta 
atque emendata. London: Williams and Norgate. 1860. 8vo, 
pp. xxviii, 390. 


In the Book of Joshua, chap. x. ver. 13, and in 2 Sam. i. 18, there are 
allusions to the Book of Jasher. Supposing these passages to be cor- 
rectly rendered, it has been often asked what the Book of Jasher was. 
Robert Robinson says, ‘‘ Some of the rabbins think it is the Book of 
Genesis; others say it is that called Exodus; and others take it to be 
the whole Pentateuch. Grotius thinks it was a triumphant song, com- 
posed immediately after the defeat of the Gibeonites. Bishop Huet 
supposes it was a book of moral instructions. Masius, Junius, and 
Tremellius think it was a book of Jewish annals; and they assign for 
a reason, that this book is quoted 2 Sam. i, 18, as containing the death 
of Saul, and the lamentations of David on that account. This was 
therefore a public record begun before Joshua’s time, and continued 
down beyond the reign of Saul. This book is lost, but it was not 
eanonical.’’ (Translation of Claude’s Essay on a Sermon, vol. i., p. 144.) 
In the Eclectic Review for December, 1842, there is a notice of “ The 
Book of Jasher referred to in Joshua and Second Samuel. Faithfully 
translated from the original Hebrew into English. New York.” The 
writer says that various publications which have been declared un- 
doubted forgeries, have appeared under that title. One in 1751, re- 
printed at Bristol, with slight alteration, in 1829, was manifestly of this 
character, and is therefore pronounced by Mr. Horne to be “a gross 
and shameless literary forgery, which has no claim whatever to cre 
dence, and is utterly destitute of authenticity.”” ‘The original of this 
book, which is in rabbinical Hebrew, is said to have been saved from 
the destruction of Jerusalem, and was finally printed at Venice in its 
original language, in 1613.” An account of this book of Jasher will 
be found in Bartolocci’s Bibliotheca Rabbinica, pt. 3,.p. 935, no. 1043, 
where we are told it was published in 1625, at Venice. At p. 868, 
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Bartolocci mentions another work with the title of Jasher, on Jewish 
laws, written by a certain Jacob, and printed at Cracow, in 1586. In 
his fourth volume, Bartolocci alludes to a third Book of Jasher, by Rabbi 
Sciabbathai Charmuz, containing spiritual exercises, rules for the dis- 
cipline of the heart, ete. This was written in the year 5154—=a.p. 1394, 
and a MS. of it was in the Vatican. There may possibly be others 
with the same title. 

We mention these facts to shew that the references to the Book of 
Jashar have long exercised the ingenuity of different persons. The 
scheme of Dr. Donaldson differs from all that have preceded it. It is, 
that the Book of Jashar was the foundation upon which a good part of 
the Ok Testament has been erected; that its materials were employed 
by the authors of the Pentateuch and of other books, and that he has 
succeeded in detecting, and extracting, and rearranging them. He does 
not stop here, but deals in a style of trenchant criticism with various 
narratives of the Old Testament, and propounds curious and original 
theories of interpretation. The first edition of his book was published 
in 1854, and was reviewed with appropriate severity, both in this 
country and upon the continent. A careful account of it appeared in 
this Journal, in July, 1855, and we cannot do better than refer our 
readers to it for the details. The second edition differs a little from 
the first: the Hebrew text is omitted, the most obnoxious, some would 
say indecent, passages have been made more endurable, and an appendix 
has been added. Probably the scanty, skeleton-like Hebrew Jashar 
was not thought essential; the toning down of the colouring in certain 
places represents the “ emendata”’ of the title, and the appendix the 
“aucta.” 

We do not wish to rake up the mire of the Jashar controversy, 
nor to vex our readers with the thorns and thistles of its criticism, 
and shall therefore not fill our pages with a new discussion of the 
subject. Nor is it needful; for the book, with the exceptions named, and 
a preface, is the alter ego of the first edition. As to the preface, the lover 
of literary curiosities will find it a rich treat on several accounts, and 
especially on account of the paragraphs, “ full of sound and fury,” in 
which Dr. Ewald is lashed for his adverse criticism of Jashar. Our 
opinion of the book has been already recorded; and although Dr. 
Donaldson professes to despise all his English reviewers, we are not 
ashamed to say that a volume more replete with misapplied learning, 
uncritical criticism, and unsound exegesis has seldom come into our 
hands. The doctor has not handled the Old Testament with reverent 
hands, but he has taken from it what suited his purpose, and after pro- 
nouncing the rest a great deal of rubbish, has set up his fragments 
after a design of his own, and, like a great architect of old, has ex- 
claimed, “Is not this great Babylon which I have builded?” We 
ask our readers to peruse the book, and to say whether we are right. 
They will find many things well said, some rare specimens of verbal 
criticism, and some interesting facts. They will seldom complain of 
the Latin, but they may possibly think the author would have been 
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more appropriately employed in matching the scattered fragments of 
some Greek or Latin oration or tragedy. 

There is one respect in which the author thinks he stands much 
better in the second edition than the first. Before, it was ego solus ; 
but the attacks which were made upon the book rendered it very de- 
sirable that others should be found to bear him company and to keep 
him in countenance, if they did not share in his honour. Diligent search 
among the literary dust of other days has brought to light one or two 
eccentric heads, which thought of the narrative of the fall more or less 
as he has done. One of them is paraded in the preface as “ Henry 
Cornelius Agrippa, of Nettesheim, who in talent and learning surpassed 
almost all men of the sixteenth century, who, without at all offending 
good men, openly professed almost the same opinion,” and dedicated 
it toa Bishop of the Roman Church. We rather wonder that Dr. 
Donaldson says all this. Agrippa was a man of great ingenuity and 
learning, but he was eccentric and visionary, and the titles of his 
works shew that he was reckless, as his style and conduct prove him 
to have been of an intemperate disposition. To talk of such a man 
in the age of Luther, Erasmus, Melancthon, Calvin, ete., as excelling 
almost all the men of his time in talent and learning, is simply a 
rhetorical flourish of Dr. Donaldson’s, as it would be easy to prove. 
As to the second point, that Agrippa did not offend good men by 
his interpretation of the narrative of the fall, it is far from the truth, 
as our author might have seen, if he had only made a little inves- 
tigation. We will only name two facts in support of our assertion. 
First, that Agrippa’s tract on original sin did more to injure his re- 
putation than almost anything he wrote or did. Secondly, that this 
tract was removed from all the editions of his works except the earliest, 
Both these statements are undeniable, and we therefore conclude that 
our author has been hasty in his judgment respecting Agrippa, as he 
has been imprudent in claiming such a man as an associate. 

The remaining writers appealed to are these :— 

The Apostle Paul, in Rom. vii. 7—11, where we cannot trace the 
remotest affinity with the doctrine of Jashar. 

Philo Judeus, who explained the temptation of concupiscence. 

Clemens Alexandrinus, who held a similar opinion. 

Thomas Aquinas, who refers to pride and lust as the foundation 
of sin. 

Robert Flud, who held that the sin of our first parents consisted 
in carnal indulgence. 

He also refers to Montfaucon de Villars, and John Milton, and 
Archbishop Whately. But it should not be overlooked that perhaps 
some of these writers, and certainly some others, when they speak of 
lust or concupiscence, refer to the desire alluded to in Genesis iii. 6, 
“A tree to be desired to make one wise.” Thus Chemnitius (de Arbore 
Scientia boni et mali), in enumerating the sins involved in the eating 
of the forbidden fruit, says, ‘ Ex intemperantia et libidine gule vetitum 
fructum rapiunt, et primeevam castitatis gloriam amittunt.’”’ And again, 
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“ Pravee concupiscentiz se totos immergunt.” We refer Dr. Donaldson 
to J. B. van Helmont, whom Chemnitz mentions as affirming in his 
Ortus Medicine (Amsterdam, 1648, No. 655), “solam carnis Inxuriam 
mortem causatam fuisse.” This opinion is developed at some length 
in passages which we decline to quote (No. 641, 654, ete.), though 
Chemnitz gives them in part. Not a few writers connect the sin of 
Adam with lust, and speak of it as “oculorum concupiscentia,” “ in- 
temperantise vitium”’ (Hulsemann de cap. 3 Genesis). 

But we must conclude. There are many matters in the volume of 
Dr. Donaldson of which a better use might have been made, and those 
who will carefully peruse it, while they will not be likely to endorse 
its main principles, will often meet with valuable materials which they 
may turn to their own account. We have frequently been reminded of 
the ancient saying, that “ out of the eater comes forth meat, and out of 
the strong comes forth sweetness.”’ 


Conciliengeschichte, nach den Quellen. (History of Councils from 
Original Sources.’”’) By Dr.C. J. Heres. Vol. IV. Freiburg im 
Beisgau: Herder. 8vo. pp. 864. 


We are glad to see the steady progress made by the author of this 
important work. The first volume came out in 1855, the second in 
1856, the third in 1858, and the fourth has been for some time in our 
hands. Our readers will understand that it is a general history of the 
councils, and that therefore it covers an immense field. From the 
nature of the case, however, it is impossible for the author to go into 
minute details as to the transactions of every synod. Pursuing the 
chronological order, he intersperses his notices of many minor councils 
with such facts as serve to explain their occasions and results. Where 
a council occupies a prominent place, it is made the subject of one or 
more sections. In special cases, all the canons adopted are given 
either at length or in an abridgment; but in other instances only a 
selection is made or a list of subjects. Such a course has been neces- 
sary in order to keep up the interest of the work, to make it of general 
utility, and to restraint it within moderate limits. Perhaps the method 
will be better understaod if we give the commencement of the table of 
contents prefixed to this volume :— 


“ Twenty-first Book.—The times of Louis of France and Lothaire I. to the 
outbreak of the Gottschalk controversy, a.p. 814-847. 

“Section 415.—Renewal of the image dispute under Leo the Armenian. 
416, Minor Synods in the West in the years 814-816. 417. The great imperial 
diet Synods at Aix-la-Chapelle in the years 816 and 817. 418. The statutes of 
Aix-la-Chapelle in relation to the Rule of Chrodegang. 419. The further deci- 
sions of the Aix Synod of 817. 420. Synods at Aix, Venice, Vannes, and Dieden- 
hofen, in the years 818-821. 421. Synod at Attigny in the year 822. 422. 
Synods at Rome and Compiegne in 823. 423. Synods at London, Cloveshoe, 
Oslaveshlen and Aix between 816 and 825. 424. Fresh outbreak of the image 
controversy. 425. Louis of France and the Paris Assembly in 825 against 
images. 426. Synods at Ingelheim, Rome, and Mantua in 826 and 827.” 


VOL. XII.—NO. XXIII. P 
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In this way the sections continue to No. 567; it will therefore be 
seen that a vast mass of details are here collected. The period over 
which the volume extends is from the year 814 to the year 1073, not 
the least important in Church history. During this period, the image 
controversy was decided, as we all know, in favour of the worship of 
images, and the second council of Nicea was ratified in all the countries 
of the west. The Latins carried the filioque clause, which was perma- 
nently added to the Constantinopolitan creed in all the churches subject 
to the Pope. The rupture between the east and west was consummated, 
Numerous additions were made to the rites and ceremonies of the 
church. The Popes of Rome successfully asserted their supremacy 
over all bishops, churches, and secular powers, and the Papacy reached 
the climax of its arrogance in the person of Gregory VII. The great 
dispute with Gottschalk on predestination sealed the fate of the old 
Augustinian system. The Berengarian controversy well nigh com- 
pleted the triumph of transubstantiation. Barren and desolate there- 
fore as those dark ages were, immense progress was made in them 
towards the perfection of that marvellous invention which we all 
Popery, and corruption of doctrine and of manners alienated the Church 
more than ever from the purity and simplicity of the first ages. 

On all the matters just enumerated, more or less will be found in 
the volume before us, which is in many respects one of deep and painful 
interest. It gives us such an insight into the character of ecclesias- 
tical persons and movements, as we look for in vain in any ordinary 
history of the Church. If it leaves out of view numberless events 
which occurred during the period it belongs to, and which properly 
find a place in most Church histories, it enables us to see by what 
means evil was counteracted or patronized and canonized, and how 
all sorts of errors and abuses were opposed or favoured and elevated to 
the dignity of doctrine and of law. It shews us the Church in the dark 
ages, how she legislated, and how she consulted, and enables us to 
understand the measures by which an ambitious, and for the most part 
worldly hierarchy, wove the nets of their ambition and power about 
peoples and princes. It shews us nevertheless that there was still 
truth and holiness, virtue and honour, in the Church, and that their 
voice, if seldom, was yet sometimes heard. God had his witnesses in 
those dark ages, and if princes and prelates usually put them to silence, 
it was not without a struggle, nor till they had fulfilled their mission. 

We refer the reader to the interesting pages of Dr. Hefele, who, 
although a Roman Catholic, is a very truthful one, and writes as fairly 
as any person in his position can be expected to do. The work main- 
tains its character for thoroughness and accuracy, and is a most impor- 
tant addition to the literature of a department which ought to be more 
studied by Protestants than it has been. 
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The Ancient Interpretation of Leviticus xviii. 18, as received in the 
Church for more than 1500 years, a Sufficient Apology for holding 
that, according to the Word of God, Marriage with a Deceased 
Wife’s Sister is Lawful. A Letter to the Rev. W. H. Lyaxt, 
M.A., Rector of St. Dionis Backchurch, from the Rev. A. M‘Caut, 
D.D., Rector of St. Magnus, St. Margaret, and St. Michael, ete. 
London: Wertheim and Co. 1859. 8vo. pp. 60. 

A Letter to Vice-Chancellor Sir W. Page Wood in Vindication of the 
Ancient Interpretation of Leviticus xviii. 18. By the Same. 
London: Wertheim and Co. 1860. 8vo. pp. 86. 


WE notice these two treatises quite apart from the very important 
social question to which they refer, and which they are intended to 
illustrate and settle. We would gladly see the law of marriage left 
as it is, for the tendency of our age is rather to diminish than to in- 
crease the sanctity of the bond on which private happiness and public 
virtue so much depend. But Dr. M‘Caul has accumulated a great 
deal of most recondite and important information of an historical and 
exegetical character, and the pamphlets may be referred to as the 
result of much patient and learned investigation. We shall give quo- 
tations from such parts of the two letters as contain statements of fact, 
and are of permanent interest. From a catena of authorities on the 
interpretation of the verse in Leviticus, before the Reformation, the 
following is a small selection :— 


“In the twelfth century, about 1157, we find it in the commentary of Radul- 
phus Flaviacensis, ‘ Quod superius de duobus fratribus, ne unam accipiant dum 
advivunt utrique, hoc nunc de duabus precipit sororibus, ne uni nubant, utraque 
vivente. Ergo nec fratrum, si primus defunctus fuerit, uni mulieri, nec duarum 
sororum, si prima obierit, uni viro nuptias contradicit.’ 

“In the thirteenth century the same interpretation is given in the ‘ Postilla’ 
of the famous Hugo de Sancto Caro, one of the greatest Bible students of his 
time—famous as the compiler of the first concordance. On the words, ‘ Sororem 
uxoris tue,’ he says: ‘Sed nunquid Jacob duxit duas sorores? Solut. Revera 
duxit. Sed nondum lex ista data fuerit, vel fraude suppositionis deceptus fuit. 
Nec esset justam ut priorem dimitteret, secunda adveniente.’ And on ‘ in pelli- 
catum,’ he adds; ‘ Quasi dicat, uxore tua vivente non ducas sororem ejus, quia 
non esset uxor sed pellex.’ 

“Tn the fourteenth century, Nicholas de Lyra (died 1343) says:—‘t In Hebreo 
habetur, sororem uxoris tue non recipies ad anxiandum; quia si una sit magis 
dilecta quam alia, oritur invidia minus dilecte,’ etc. ; and on the words, ‘ adhuc 
illé vivente,’ he says, ‘ Quia si prima soror sit mortua, talis invidia non oritur, et 
ideo alia soror tunc accipi non prohibetur.’ 

“Tn the fifteenth century, Alphonso Tostatus, called in his own times Stupor 
Mundi, says, in his commentary on the words ‘ Adhuc illa vivente,’ ‘ Quasi dicat, 
quod quando vivit soror, que primo accepta est in uxorem, non licet accipere 
alteram, sed cum ipsa mortua fuerit, potest accipi alia soror.’ ‘ Whilst she is 
still living’—‘ that is to say, that as long as the sister who was first married is 
alive, it is not lawful to marry the other; but when she is dead, another sister 
may be married.’ ” 

After giving a long list of similar renderings, Dr. M‘Caul says: 
“T myself can find no one who gives a different translation before the 
year 1575. Then appeared, so far as I can find, for the first time, 
that translation found in the Bible of Junius and Tremellius, ‘ mulie- 
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rem unam ad alteram ne assumito.’ But, he adds, few interpreters 
of the Old Testament have adopted this modern version.” In the 
second letter, to Vice-Chancellor Wood, the appeal to Catholic anti- 
quity is the principal object of enquiry, and much that is historically 
valuable is adduced. There is incidentally introduced a valuable dis- 
quisition on the value of the marginal readings of the authorized version 
of the Bible. The Bishop of Exeter had said, “In ail instances of a 
version set in the margin, the translators refuse to give any preference, 
and declare that, in their judgment, no conclusion ought to be drawn 
from either ;”” but Dr. M‘Caul denies this, and affirms that the transla- 
tors gave the greatest weight to the readings which they inserted in 
the text :— 

“So far were the translators of 1611 from inserting in the margin a transla- 
tion which they regarded as of equal authority, that, in numberless instances, 


they put into the margin of our present Bible that which they had turned out of 
the text of the Bishop’s Bible, because they thought that it called for amend- 





ment. 


A comparison of the two Bibles will prove this beyond doubt, that the 


translators preferred the translation in the text to that in the margin.” 


The following list of examples is then given. 


BISHOPS’ BIBLE, 1585. 
GEN. Iv. 13. 
Text. My iniquitie is more than it may 
be forgiven. 


xiv. 5. 
Text. And the Emims in the plaine 
of Cariathaim. 


xvi. 14. 
Text. Wherefore the well was called, 
The well of him that liveth and 
seeth me. 


xxiv. 63. 
Text. And Isaac was gone out to pray. 


xu. 15. 
Teat. I have heard say of thee, that as 
soon as thou hearest a dream thou 
canst interpret it. 


AMOS VII. 14, 
Text. And a gatherer of wilde figges. 


vin. 5. 
Text. When will the new moneth be 
gone ? 


v. 26. 
Text. But ye have borne Siccuth your 
king. 





AUTHORIZED ENGLISH BIBLE OF 1611. 
GEN. Iv. 13. 
Text. My punishment is greater than 
I can bear. 
Margin. My iniquity is greater than 
that it may be forgiven. 


xiv. 5. 

Text. And the Emims in Shaveh 
Kiriathaim. 

Margin. The plain of Kiriathaim. 

xvi. 14. 

Text. Wherefore the well was called 
Beer-lahai-roi, 

Margin. The well of him that liveth 
and seeth me. 

xxiv. 63. 

Text. And Isaac went out to meditate, 
Margin. to pray. 
xu. 15. 

Text. I have heard say of thee, that 
thou canst understand a dream to 
interpret it. 

Margin. When thou hearest a dream 
thou canst interpret it. 

Amos vu. 14, 

Text. And a gatherer of sycamore 

fruit. 


Margin. wild figs. 

vi. 5. . 

Text. When will the new moon be 
gone ? 

Margin. month. 


v. 26. 
Text. But ye have borne the taber- 
of your Moloch. 
Margin. Siccuth your king. 
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BISHOPS’ BIBLE, 1585. 
AMOS Ix. 6. 


Text. He buildeth his spheres in the 
heaven. 


MATT. x. 23. 
Text. Yee shall not ende all the cities 
of Israel. 


xxi. 18. 
Text. He is a debtor. 


xxvul. 9. 
Text. Whom they bought of the chil- 
dren of Israel. 


ROMANS VIII. 22. 
Text. For we knowe that every crea- 
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AUTHORIZED ENGLISH BIBLE OF 1611. 


AMOS Ix. 6. 
Text. It is he that buildeth his stories 
in the heaven. 
Margin. spheres. 
MATT. x. 23. 
Text. Ye shall not have gone over the 
cities of Israel. 
Margin. end or finish. 
xxi. 18. 
Text. He is guilt ke ; 
Margin. He is a debtor. 
XXVII. 9. 
Text. Whom they of the children of 
Israel did value. 
Margin. Whom they bought of the 
children of Israel. 
ROMANS VIII. 22. 
Text. For we know that the whole 


ture groneth. creation groaneth. 


Margin. every creature. 
1x. 33. 1x. 13. 
Text. Whosoever beleeveth on him Teat. Whosoever believeth on him 


shall not be confounded. shall not be ashamed. 


Margin. confounded. 
x1. 8. x1. 8. 
Text. God hath given them the spirit Teat. God hath given them the spirit 
of remorse. of slumber. 
Margin. remorse. 


We have now said enough to shew the value of Dr. M‘Caul’s 
letters, oh 
Critical Annotations, additional and supplementary, on the New Testa- 
ment ; being a Supplemental Volume to the Ninth Edition of the 
“ Greek Testament with English Notes,” in two volumes 8vo. By 
the Rev. S. T. Bioomrreirp, D.D., Canon of Peterborough, ete. 
London: Longmans. 1860. 8vo. pp. 360. 


Tue compilation of this volume was a great undertaking for Dr. Bloom- 
field, who has already spent a long life in the service of Biblical science 
and literature. But he has grappled with his task with the freshness 
and vigour of youth, and made his edition of the Greek Testament far 
more valuable by this result of his labours. It appears that the design 
of this volume was formed when the ninth edition of that work was 
published. “ Bulky as were those volumes, he found it quite impos- 
sible to effect fully what was called for by the circumstances of the case, 
in order to carry out the widely extensive plan which he had laid down 
in his mind, and which rendered it almost necessary that nearly the 
same amount of space should be allotted to the critical, as to the phi- 
lological and exegetical departments of the work.” To remedy the 
defect which was felt to exist, this supplementary volume is published, 
and it gives, under almost every important various reading, the opinion 
of the author for or against any proposed alteration. At first sight it 
would appear a disadvantage to have so much critical matter apart 
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from the text and its comment ; but on consideration it will be seen to 
have something in its favour. The two volumes are already heavily 
laden with matter, and it is not every reader who desires to enter into 
all the critical evidence for or against a reading. Those who do wish 
to learn all that can be known on the subject, can easily refer to this 
volume. ‘¢ Whoever shall carefully examine the contents of the 
present work, will not fail to find that it goes far to carry out the 
original idea of the author, containing as it does nearly the advantages 
contemplated in the originally proposed separate critical edition, and 
being alike calculated to form what should present the fruits of a nova 
recensio of the text, propounded in such critical annotations as should 
be essential to the justifying of the course taken in laying down that 
text. This plan, the author flatters himself, has been competently 
carried into effect, and on so ample a scale that, taken in conjunction 
with the series of critical notes contained in the ninth edition of the 
Greek Testament, it may go far to accomplish all that is really neces- 
sary; nay, may, we trust, contribute materially to the settling of much 
in the criticism of the New Testament that has hitherto been left un- 
decided.” 

How far this latter opinion may be correct, we will not attempt to 
decide. We fear it will be very long before scholars agree on a new 
textus receptus. But Dr. Bloomfield certainly provides the materials 
to enable others to form their own opinion, and that is as much as can 
reasonably be expected. “ Besides the important results of widely ex- 
tended collation, employed by the author on the 23 Lambeth MSS., 
and such of the British Museum copies as were uncollated or ill col- 
lated, forming together little short of seventy MSS.; the present work 
has had the additional advantage of a large mass of matter communi- 
cated to it by the incorporation of highly valuable materials, derived 
from the two volumes of Mr. Scrivener’s collations of seventy MSS.” 
We therefore leave Dr. Bloomfield’s latest researches and conclusions 
to the judgment of those who may use them, and with an expression of 
our respect for his industrious exertions in the best of causes, In the 
language of the author,— 


“He feels warranted in announcing the present work as the result of a 
thorough examination, for the last time by himself, of the whole text of the Greek 
Testament, to pave the way to its final settlement, and, of course, as involving 
a critical examination of the readings introduced into the text by Griesbach, 
Lachmann, Tischendorf, and Alford; in which investigation the external testi- 
mony of MSS. for and against, presented on a scale far greater than any previous 
editor could furnish—has, he trusts, been faithfully stated; and the internal 
evidence, quite indispensable to turn the wavering scale, has been, he trusts, 
weighed in a just balance.” 


Cassell’s Illustrated Family Bible, from the Authorized Version, with 
Notes. Vol. I. Genesis to 1 Samuel. London: Cassell and Co. 
1860. Large 4to. pp. 450. 

Wuen the Pictorial Bible appeared, it introduced a new era in Biblical 

literature, and that work was thought to be a prodigy of cheapness; 








eS eS eS ee 


OO OO OO OR SSS CUS 


wa SS 


=-— Cae oS ts we Pee 





XUM 


1860. | Notices of Books. 215 


but the present one goes far beyond it in that particular. A volume 
like this, well printed, on good paper, with between three and four 
hundred engravings, and strongly bound in cloth, is published for seven 
shillings and sixpence! and we feel it our duty to chronicle the fact 
in our pages.. It must not be supposed however that the present work 
can be compared with that of Dr. Kitto. Its aim is different, being 
less scientific and more practical. Indeed, we wish that a little more 
of science had been given to its contents, for the pictures might have 
been made much more really illustrative of the sacred text than they 
now are. They are all interesting, but more as things attractive to 
the eye than as throwing light on the Bible; and even those en- 
gravings which would be explanatory of Holy Scripture, are made less 
effective by the want of any reference to their sources or authority, as 
those from Assyrian and Egyptian sources, which appear without a word 
as to their origin and intention. This might easily be amended in a 
second edition, which we do not doubt will be required. As it is, 
these illustrations will be attractive to young persons and readers of 
the humble class, and will draw attention to the Bible itself. 

The notes are expository and practical: they have also the merit, 
in a work like this, of being brief. The editor says, “‘ The notes are 
purely exegetical or explanatory [not so, for many are practical]; they 
are not designed to supply what is commonly called a commentary, 
but rather to give the deeper meaning of certain words and phrases, to 
illustrate certain images and allusions in the sacred text by a reference 
to the manners, customs, laws, and religious rites of the eastern world, 
and to embody in a few words the vital truths and practical lessons of 
the Word of God..... They are written in the spirit of that Christian 
love which breathes grace, merey, and peace unto all who, in every 
place, call upon the name of Christ our Lord.” We wish prosperity 
to this valuable undertaking. 





The Works of the Rev. John Maclaurin. Edited by W. H. Gootn, 
D.D. In Two Volumes. Edinburgh: Maclaren. 1860. 12mo. 
pp. 540, 530. 

Maciaurin was famous in his day as a man of warm evangelical 

piety and much energy of character, at a time when both seemed to 

be wanting in the Church of Scotland. He was born in 1693, and 
ordained in 1719, after studying at Glasgow and Leyden. His life, 
which is given in the first volume, presents a pleasing picture both of 
his private and official career, and he was much beloved and respected. 

His works consist of six carefully-written sermons and essays on the 

following subjects :—on Prejudices against the Gospel; on the Serip- 

ture Doctrine of Divine Grace; on Christian Piety ; on the Prophecies 
relating to the Messiah; a Philosophical Enquiry into the Nature of 

Happiness. Dr. Goold says of Maclaurin, ‘He is the Evangelical 

Butler: he has in his leading treatises done for Evangelical theology 

the service which Butler has done for Christian theology in general. 

His penetration into human motives was as keen as his knowledge of 
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the moral economy under which we are placed was extensive and pro- 
found, while few men have surpassed him in his sagacious apprehen- 
sion of the scope and essence of the Gospel.”’ 


The Annotated Paragraph Bible, containing the Old and New Testa- 
ments according to the Authorized Version ; arranged in Paragraphs 
and Parallelisms. With Explanatory Notes, Preface to the several 
Books, and an entirely new Selection of References to Parallel and 
Illustrative Passages. The Religious Tract Society. Large 8vo, 
pp. 1480. 


AmonG all the commentaries on the Bible in a moderate compass and 
for popular use, this must be considered the best. It is not perfect, 
but it is adapted for usefulness, is catholic in its tone, and may be 
used with advantage by all classes of Christians. There are some good 


maps and illustrative engravings, and the mechanical execution of the 
work is excellent. 


The Journeyings of the Israelites. By the Rev. J. Eastwoop, M.A. 
The National Society’s Depository. 1860. 12mo. pp. 28. 


This is a small treatise, but it contains much satisfactory informa- 
tion. A short quotation will convey a good idea of the plan. 


“I, On the 20th day of the second month of the second year after leaving 
Egypt, the Israelites departed from Sinai, and went three days’ journey into the 
‘ wilderness of Paran.’ ”’ 

“Two places named Paran are mentioned in the Bible. This is mentioned 
again (Deut. xxxii. 2, and Habak. iii. 3); the other was somewhere on the 
southern border of Palestine. 

“TI. Their first halting place received the name of Taberah, ‘ burning,’ from 
a fire of God, which destroyed some in every part of the camp, for having mur- 
mured for some cause not stated. 

“TIT. After the fire was quenched, at Moses’ earnest prayer, the murmuring 
soon broke out afresh among the mixed multitude, who were weary of having 
nothing but manna to eat, and longed for flesh and the varied food of Egypt. 
The disaffection spread to the Israelites, who loudly set forth their complaints, 
until, as Moses heard them, he began to be disheartened. Upon this, God 
directed him to choose out seventy men‘ as his counsellors or assistants, pro- 
mising to put upon them the same spirit which He had put upon him.’ 


The Holy Bible, with Engraved Illustrations, and Ferrier’s Patent 
Index. Various sizes. London: Dean and Son. 

Turse Bibles are very beautiful, and the index is a novelty which will 

be useful to many readers. Most Christians ought to know the sequence 





« « This is generally considered to have been the origin of the Jewish Council 
of Seventy, afterwards called the Sanhedrim. 

6 “Eldad and Medad, two of the persons chosen, remained in their places 
in the camp when the rest went up to the tabernacle to receive the divine 
commission—perhaps through humility, or diffidence in their own powers ; but 
God shewed them that he could make his strength perfect in their weakness, 
by causing them to prophesy in the camp where they were; thus giving proof 
that the appointment did not come from Moses, but from God himself.” 
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of the several books of the Bible ; but they often do not, nor is the list 
at the beginning of the authorized Bibles paged for reference. This 
patent index at once points out the book wanted, by an ingenious mode 
of printing the names on the front edges of the book, invisible when it 
is shut. 





The Words and Works of our Blessed Lord, and their Lessons for 
Daily Life. By the Author of Brampton Rectory. Two Volumes. 
London: J. W. Parker and Son. 1860. 18mo. pp. 396, 382. 


A very superior practical comment for ordinary readers. The results 
of much learned thought are given without its machinery. 





A Greek and English Dictionary: comprising all the Words in the 
Writings of the most popular Greek Authors, in the Septuagint and 
New Testament ; designed for the use of Schools and the Under- 
graduate Course of a Collegiate Education. With an English and 
Greek Vocabulary. All the Injflections in the New Testament, and 
many of the more difficult that occur in other Greek Writings, are 
to be found in this Work. Fourteenth Edition, considerably enlarged 
and carefully revised. By the Rev. Joun Groves. Mozleys. 
1860. Large 8vo. pp. 698. 

For those who instruct themselves, and those who wish to revive their 

forgotten knowledge of the Greek Scriptures, this lexicon will be found 

valuable. It has long been popular, and the present edition has many 
features of a new and improved character. 





Religion in the East ; or, Sketches, Historical and Doctrinal, of all the 
Religious Denominations of Syria. Drawn from original Sources. 
By the Rev. Joun Worraset, Missionary of the United Presby- 
terian Church, Aleppo. London: James Nisbet and Co. 1860. 
pp. 422. 

Sects in Syria ; or, Notices of the different Forms of Religion professed 
in Syria and Palestine. With Observations on the recent Outbreak, 
its Causes, etc. By B. Harris Cowrer. London: Tresidder. 
1860. 12mo. pp. 48. 


Syria has attracted much attention lately, and these works (the latter 
in a popular and very cheap form) will give the reader much important 
information on the various sectarian and zealous parties by whom 
intestine anarchy is fostered. Mr. Wortabet has supplied all that we 
can need to know on the Greek Church, the Maronite Church, the 
Mohammedan sects, and the Druses, and we recommend his volume 
as amply repaying a careful perusal. We will give a few quotations 
from it. 

“ The independence, however, for which the Maronite hierarchy is struggling, 
is only an outward or ecclesiastical liberty, which concerns not the faith, but the 
integral polity of their community. They have gone too far in adopting the 
apostate Christianity of Rome to be able to recede and take the ground of a sepa- 








218 Notices of Books. [October, 


rate theology; all the obnoxious doctrines of the schoolmen having been tho- 
roughly interwoven with all their ideas of religion, and incorporated into all 
their books and services of Divine worship. While, therefore, they may succeed 
in overthrowing the yoke of ecclesiastical bondage, it is another and much more 
difficult task to expunge the doctrinal errors into which they have been gradually 
but effectually drawn. Nor does it at all appear that a reformation in doctrine 
is thought of by the Maronites. Since Protestantism has made its appearance 
in Syria, and though attended as it has been by all the means which ensure for 
it a clear understanding of its evangelical character and a respectful hearing 
among the Oriental Churches, it has always been viewed by them only as a for- 
midable opponent, whose aggressions must be opposed with prompt, constant, 
and vigorous action. Ifa movement towards Protestantism exists among the 
more intelligent laics of the Maronites, it is probably prompted not so much by 
an attachment to the saving doctrines of the Gospel, as by a desire for liberty 
from the yoke of Rome and of their own hierarchy. 

“The Druses believe in the existence of one eternal and supreme Being. 
The attributes of God, which they evidently borrow from the Koran, and in ex- 
pressing which they even assume its language, are the same as the Mohamme- 
dans in general hold. Unity, in its most significant sense, is the prominent idea 
attached to the Deity in both creeds, but in the sacred books of the Druses it is 
made so exclusive that every other attribute seems to be lost in God’s oneness. 
Their worship of God consists chiefly in a thorough apprehension of this idea; 
and the highest degree of perfection in religion is a mystical absorption of the 
thinking and feeling powers of man in the unity of the Godhead. Hence they 
call their religion Unitarianism, and its followers Unitarians. 

“The grounds on which they argue in favour of this article of their faith, the 
transmigration of souls, aside from its being plainly recorded in their sacred 
books, are the following: 1. Many are born to a life of doomed suffering and 
misery, while others enjoy an opposite condition of health, affluence, and on 
ness; now, this cannot be consistent with the goodness and justice of God, unless 
on the supposition that their moral actions during the migration of the soul in a 
previous body had been such as to necessitate the present dealings of God with 
them. 2. Inarguing this point with Christians, they produce two passages from 
the New Testament, which in their estimation conclusively prove it. The first 
is where our Saviour says that John the Baptist was Elijah. The second is the 
enquiry of the disciples, with regard to the man who had been born blind, whether 
he had sinned or his parents ; for if he had sinned, so as to be born blind, he must 
have been in a previous body. 3. It is affirmed that instances are not wanting 
in which a person among them is conscious of the connexions and circumstances 
which had been his lot in a former body; and that these professions, in some 
cases, have been thoroughly tested and found to be true. Why all should not 
have the same experience of this consciousness they are unable to say, except 
that this is a matter which is subject to the Divine will only.” 


Mr. Cowper gives the following account of the religion of the 
Druses :— 


“ As far as their religion has been found out, it appears to be a compound of 
Mohammedanism, Judaism, Christianity, and Paganism. Mr. Thompson says, 
‘ They are known to worship the image of a calf.’ It is but fair to them, how- 
ever to say, that when they have been accused of this, the accusation has been 
denied. Mr. G. Wortabet, himself a native of Beyrout, says: ‘ Of the Druses I 
can say that they are a brave people, but exceedingly cunning and crafty; of 
their religion little is known, and I am inclined to doubt if they know it them- 
selves—sure I am of one thing, that the majority of them do not. They are 
divided into two classes: those who are supposed to know the tenets of their 
creed are called Akkals, or wise men (they are by far the minority); and the 
Dijehhals, or ignorant men, who absolutely know nothing of their religion, attend 
no place of worship, but bow their heads before the Akkals, in the depth of their 
ignorance. They have a sort of high priest, who lives at Ba’akleen, a village 
not far from Deyr el-Kamar, and to his will all the Akkals bow. Now these 
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Akkals may be of either sex, and may be termed the priests and priestesses of the 
Druses, though what it is they teach the people I cannot well conceive, since 
none but the initiated are allowed admission to the Ahalowé—a small edifice, 
plain in its appearance, exceedingly simple, being nothing moxe than a room, 
with nothing of note to characterize it, save that it is detached from the vil- 
lage, and erected on an eminence. Here the Akkals meet on stated occasions, 
but what they do there has never 7 been truly known. It is supposed they 
spend the time in talking about politics. One feature of the Akkals is to dress 
with great simplicity : they must wear no articles of gold or silk.’ It is stated, 
however, that their staple article of commerce is silk ; and some years since, a 
traveller saw about twenty looms at work round one of their squares. The 
Akkals must not addict themselves to swearing and abusive language, and must 
on all occasions deport themselves as becomes their sacred character. It is 
admitted that among the articles of their creed are included the Divine unity and 
the transmigration of souls. ‘They believe that the Hakem above named was 
the incarnation of God, and his most perfect manifestation. Mr. Wortabet thinks, 
after all his enquiries, that the dictates of conscience are their code of morals as 
to what is right and wrong. One of their articles makes it lawful for a Druse 
to dissemble his faith by professing to accept that of any person with whom for 
the moment he may be conversant. Mr. Ameuny, himself a Syrian, states that 
he has read some of the books of the Druses, who, he says, consider it to be their 
most sacred duty to murder every one, not a Druse, who is known to possess or 
to have read their books, or to have gained any knowledge of their mysteries. 
This gentleman says that their most secret and important mysteries have not 
been entrusted to writing, and that a distinguishing article of their belief was 
an exaggerated doctrine of fatalism; but they believe none will be saved except 
the few who are initiated into their mysteries. They believe that God created 
seven orders of beings, who inhabited the world in succession—as angels, devils, 
genii, etc., and finally man. They hold that God has at different times mani- 
fested himself in Adam, Noah, Moses, Christ, Mohammed, and Hakem. They 
teach that all souls were created at once, and whenever a person dies his spirit 
passes into the body of a new-born infant. The fate of all these souls was 
decided when Hakem appeared. With reference to their revenges, Mr. A. ob- 
serves, that if any one of them is killed, his friends generally kill, not the mur- 
derer, but the best man of his family. It is commonly said, that in war they eat 
the hearts and drink the blood of their enemies. Even if this is untrue, it 
indicates the fierceness of their character.” 


Notes, Questions, and Answers on our Lord’s Parables. By the Rev. 
A. Witson, M.A. London: The National Society. 1860. 18mo. 
pp. 156. 


Tuts excellent little volume will be found a useful aid to those who 
wish to improve themselves, as well as to be teachers of others. We 
will give a specimen from the notes to the Parable of the Sower :— 


“Our Lord having left ‘the house,’ probably at Capernaum, where he 
commonly dwelt during his ministry, and finding the multitude pressing upon 
him, withdrew with his disciples into a ship on the Sea of Galilee, from which 
he could continue his instructions without obstruction or inconvenience. 

“He now delivers Divine instruction under the form of comparisons drawn 
from natural objects ; and his teaching on this day is more fully recorded than 
on any other occasion, except when he spake the ‘ Sermon on the Mount.’ 

“ This parable most probably originated in our Saviour having seen a person 
engaged in sowing seed near the borders of the lake. It may, however, be ob- 
served that the analogy between the sower and seed on the one hand, a teacher 
and doctrine on the other, is both natural and beautiful, and is, therefore, fre- 
quently met with in Holy Scripture (1 Pet. i. 23—25; Eph. v. 9). 
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‘Our Lord treats this parable as one upon the correct understanding of which 
by his hearers would depend their comprehension of those which were to follow 
(St. Mark iv. 13). 

‘“‘ Mankind is the field to be improved for the production of the fruits of wis- 
dom and holiness. In order to see the condition of this field before Christianity 
had exercised an influence upon it, compare Rom. i. and 1 Cor. vi. 

“Christ himself, his apostles, and disciples, are the sowers (Heb. ii. 3; 1 Cor, 
iii. 6; Acts xix. 20). The seed sown is the Word of the kingdom, i. ¢., the truths 
and doctrines of God’s revelation. 

“The efficacy of instruction will always be in proportion to the degree of 
attention, application, and candour with which it is received ; just as the same 
seed and the same amount of labour will have different results, according to the 
nature of the soil. 

“The first kind of soil was the ‘ wayside,’ or footpath across the field; which, 
though it might be good in itself, was rendered unfruitful by two causes: viz, 
(1), by its hardness, which was daily increased by every traveller who walked 
upon it ; and (2), by the large flocks of birds which usually follow the husband- 
man to pick up the seed which he has just scattered. 

“From ‘not understanding it’ we are not to conclude that God’s Word is 
ever unprofitable to men from the natural weakness of their understandings, or 
from any obscurity in the Word itself. If so, then the preacher, and not the 
hearer, would be to blame. 

‘‘ When inattention and listlessness are persisted in, they at length end in 
aversion to instruction, and an incapability of receiving it; when, as in the case 
of the trodden pathway, the best seed can produce no fruit. In addition to which, 
Satan labours with unwearied zeal to harden the heart still more by evil thoughts, 
by worldly desires, and carnal lusts, and to eradicate any good impressions that 
may have been made (Eph. ii. 2). 

‘“‘ The second kind of soil was ‘stony places,’ ‘ upon a rock,’ 7. e., upon a thin 
coating of mould barely covering the surface. The seed here ‘ sprung up,’ put- 
ting forth his energy in the stalk, as the rock prevented the root from being 
nourished and strengthened. 

‘“‘The second class of hearers understand the doctrines and seek to appro- 
priate the privileges of the Gospel ; but they overlook the cost and the sacrifices 
which they are called to endure in their warfare with the devil, the world, and 
the flesh. See St. Paul’s caution to such, 1 Cor. x. 12, and contrast the findin 
of the ‘ Hid Treasure’ (St. Matt. xiii. 44) and the conduct of our Lord himself 

Heb. xii. 2). 

' Against this class Satan brings hostile influences from without, here repre- 
sented by the heat of the sun. These are persecutions and tribulations, which 
strengthen a true faith (1 Pet. i. 7), but which cause a temporary or spurious 
faith to fail. 

The root, which was wanting, is strength to bear up under these trials. We 
are elsewhere exhorted to add to our faith ‘ virtue,’ 7. e., courage. This grace 
was exemplified in St. Peter standing firm when so many others fell away (St. 
John vi. 68), and also in the Hebrew Christians (Heb. x. 34). We have a noted 
example of the absence of this ‘root’ in Demas, who forsook St. Paul when in 
circumstances of trial and danger (2 Tim. iv. 10). 

The third soil was overrun with thorns, not full grown, but whose roots had 
not been properly eradicated. There was no lack of soil, perhaps good soil, to 
nourish the seed, nor were the elements at all unfavourable. The process ac- 
cordingly went further than in the two former cases. But the soil being foul, 
careful husbandry wanting, and many noxious weeds springing up with the seed, 
prevailed against it, and prevented its coming to maturity. 

‘This represents the most numerous class of hearers, viz., those who retain 
their profession to the end, but who, being distracted by worldly cares, or drawn 
aside by the deceitfulness of riches, are Christians in name only, and not in 
reality.” 
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INTELLIGENCE AND CONTEMPORARY OPINIONS, 
BIBLICAL, EDUCATIONAL, LITERARY, AND MISCELLANEOUS. 


CONTEMPORARY OPINIONS. 


The Codex Vaticanus (B).°—To the Rev. the Principal of St. E— H—. My 
dear Principal—There is hardly any object in Rome which I was more desirous 
of becoming acquainted with than that famous Greek manuscript of the Bible 
about which we had often spoken together, and which scholars designate by the 
second letter in the alphabet. Though I saw it several times, I never but once 
had the opportunity of carefully and critically inspecting it. How it happened 
that this one opportunity was but of an hour and a half’s duration, and fell on 
the very last morning of my stay at Rome,—so that I had literally to decide 
whether I would leave Rome without packing up my things, or without making 
a hasty collation of Codex B,—I forbear to explain. It were an uncongenial 
task: an ungracious as well as a most ungraceful proceeding. Rather would I . 
record that I owed the privilege entirely to the prompt kindness of one of the 
most enlightened scholars and accomplished gentlemen in Rome—the Cavaliere 
G. B. De Rossi; concerning whom I may have occasion to speak in some future 
letter, in connexion with the Roman Catacombs, of which he is the best living 
interpreter. But lest my foregoing allusion should seem to convey a stigma where 
really none is intended, let me state in the plainest manner that, as a general 
rule, I experienced the greatest possible indulgence, liberality, and consideration 
from all persons who came in my way at Rome; and that if my Vatican experi- 
ences, on one occasion, presented somewhat of an exception to this remark, there 
had been enough of kindness already shewn me to make me wish to forget what 
took place then. I allude to the hour and a half so markedly, because it consti- 
tutes the only apology I am able to offer for having made such a very partial col- 
lation of the MS. in question, and examined its contents so very slightly. An 
hour and a half soon goes when the eye has to find its way through a forest of 
uncials, This was, moreover, such a very anxious and hurried hour and a half, 
that I cannot feel as confident of the accuracy of all my observations, as I should 
have been had there been leisure for a second glance at the page before passing 
on, Thus (to begin with what I am convinced was an inaccurate observation) I 
find it hastily noted that the Codex begins with the words wéAw eis yiv (Gen. 
xlvi. 28), and ends with &uwpoy T@ OeG kara (Heb. ix. 14); whereas it is evident 
that I ought to have written that last word with a @. 

This famous Codex, then, which is numbered (as all the world knows) No. 
1209, is a quarto volume, bound in red morocco, about four and a half inches 
thick ; the vellum pages being ten and a half inches high, and ten inches across. 
Every page contains three columns, and there are about seventeen or eighteen 
letters in a line. The caligraphy is exquisite, and the MS., though it has not 
been always well used, is in admirable condition. The letters are very unlike 
what is commonly represented; thus, ten lines go into the space occupied by 
seven which Tischendorf has imitated.’ As for the uncouth woodcut in Horne’s 
Introduction, it scarcely gives any idea of the Codex Vaticanus at all. And the 
same must be said of the fac-simile which Mai has given of an entire column. 
It gives quite a wrong notion of the original, which more resembles in the 
general character of the letters one of the ancient rolls found at Herculaneum 





« (The following observations on this celebrated Codex are by the Rev. J. W. 
Burgon, M.A., Fellow of Oriel College, Oxford, and are reprinted from the 
Guardian. | 

+ Ed. 7ma, 1859, p. cxxxiv. * Vol. ii., p. i., 102. 
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than anything else. There is no space between any of the words ; nor was there, 
I believe, originally, a single capital letter to be seen in the volume from one end 
to the other. No part of the MS. has at any time been miniated. There is an 
occasional division into paragraphs ; but for several consecutive pages the writing 
is often continuous. Thus, although every descent in the genealogies (St. Matt, 
i. and St. Luke iii.)\—each of the Beatitudes (St. Matt. v.)—and each of the 
parables in St. Matt. xiii—is, if I remember rightly, contained in a separate 
paragraph ; there is no break, I think, after St. Matt. xvii. 22, and 24, until you 
reach chap. xx. 17. 

The plan of the transcriber was to write each book steadily on, column by 
column, until he finished it. There he broke off, leaving the rest of that column 
blank ; and (with one memorable exception, to be specified hereafter) he began 
the next book at the head of the next column. There is, therefore, only one 
entire column left blank in the whole MS. 

Such is the celebrated Vatican Codex; and even from this description, its 
very high antiquity may be inferred. It is essentially unlike our famous Codex 
Alexandrinus (A), preserved in the British Museum. Even externally, the two 
codices present many points of striking contrast. The pages of the latter are 
thirteen inches high, though but ten across. There are but two columns ina 
page; and every line, on an average, contains twenty-four letters. The space 
occupied by sixteen lines of B are occupied by only fifteen lines of A; but the 
letters in the latter Codex seem much larger than those of the former. The 
whole of Codex A is broken up into paragraphs, corresponding with the sections 
of Eusebius, to whose canons the margin contains conspicuous references, 
Capital letters of different sizes abound; not, however, at the beginning of the 
first word of each section, but at the beginning of the first entire line. Vermil- 
lion is introduced abundantly. Thus, the first verse of St. John’s Gospel is 
miniated; the beginning of the Acts, down to the first syllable of d:ddoxew, ete, 
But the most striking discrepancy, after all, is in the general style of the two 
codices. Thus, though there is a pen-and-ink ornament at the end of every 
book in Codex A (and that at the end of St. Mark has a singular family likeness 
to that at the end of St. John in the Codex B), you see at a glance that they are 
executed in quite a different spirit. The general style of the writing and shape 
of the letters is of an essentially different character. In short, I am not at all 
surprised to find that Vercellone claims for the Vatican MS. an early place in 
the fourth century. He argues that it must have been written at Alexandria; 
and the remarkable correspondence of its text with that of Cyril of Alexandria 
in his commentary on St. John, supports this view. He is of opinion that it is 
one of the very codices, fifty in number, which Eusebius (at Alexandria) pro- 
cured by order of the Emperor Constantine,’ for the use of the Church of Con- 
stantinople; and it may reasonably strengthen him in this opinion, that it does 
not contain the last twelve verses of St. Mark’s Gospel—a peculiarity which 
Eusebius insists upon as exhibited by the best codices of the Gospels. 

The first thing which strikes even an unpractised eye with surprise in looking 
at this extraordinary MS. is the fact that the words are carefully accentuated 
throughout, and the initial vowels as invariably and carefully marked with their 


proper breathings. (Even the monogram tc has its breathing added.) This was 
of course the addition of a much later age—the seventh, eighth, or ninth century, 
for example. Furnished with this clue, one examines the MS. more attentively, 
and speedily becomes aware of another and a far more striking phenomenon— 
namely, that (for the most part) a very careful scribe has gone over the MS. a 
second time from one end of the volume to the other. This was evidently the 
work of the same skilful pen which added the accents: and not only must a most 
accurate hand have guided that pen, but a most scholarlike eye and critical judg- 
ment must have informed that hand. The scribe (or critic rather) to whom the 





4 Vit. Const. iv. 36, 37. 
¢ See the Questiones ad Marinum, in Mai’s Nova Bibl. Patt., vol. iv., p. 254. 
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book belonged, finding himself in possession of a beautifully written MS., but of 
which the writing was already growing somewhat faint, when he set about deep- 
ening the colour of the ink, availed himself of the opportunity in that way to 
corroborate certain readings, and to express his condemnation of others. Thus, 
did the N épeAxvorixdy before a consonant offend him, or the E in such a word as 
axpeBws? He simply left both letters in pale brown ink. Did he disapprove of 
the spelling of reccepdxovra? He retouched every letter except the second E, 
and wrote A immediately above it. Did he wish to condemn a whole sentence ? 
Instead of drawing his pen through it, he simply left it pale, and withheld from 
all those words the honour of accentuation. Thus, happily, one is able to form 
an exact notion how the MS. must have appeared before it underwent revision : 
for, as Vercellone ingenuously admits (and that learned man is far better ac- 
quainted with the MS. than any other person living)—‘“ The mistakes which the 
original scribe has made are of perpetual recurrence. They almost all, however, 
consist of simple omissions; omissions of one, two, or three words; sometimes of 
half a verse, a whole verse, and even of several verses.” After accounting for 
this on the well-known principle that the eye of a copyist is constantly led astray 
by the proximity of a hke word or expression (which fully explains the omission 
of such a verse as St. Matt. xii. 47), the learned author adds—“ TI hesitate not to 
assert that in the whole Codex, which at present consists of upwards of 1,460 
pages, it would be easier to find a folio containing three or four such omissions, 
than to light on one which should be without any.” Let me only remark on 
what goes before, that a// the omissions in the present Codex (1 St. Pet. v. 3, for 
instance) are not by any means to be attributed to oversight ; on the other hand, 
the repetitions, which are very numerous indeed (and of which neither Cardinal 
Mai, nor the learned writer from whom I have been quoting, take any notice 
whatever), are clearly, one and all, mere instances of infirmity. 

I must also mention that the ancient critical owner of the present Codex has 
been guilty of the weakness of partially scratching out the small initial letter of 
each book—(originally, an uncial undistinguishable from the rest)—and inserting 
into the margin, instead thereof, a painted capital letter (blue and red), about 
three-quarters of an inch high. The style of this letter, and of the broad green 
bar (surmounted by three little red crosses) at the top of each book, seems (in the 
judgment of those who are best qualified to pronounce on such a subject) to indi- 
cate the same period, and even to point to the same scribe who produced the ac- 
centuation of the volume. On the other hand, a particular ornament, delicately 
and skilfully executed with a pen, which is found at the end of Lamentations, 
Ezekiel, St. John’s Gospel, and the Acts, is reasonably presumed to be of the age 
of the original MS. It is surmounted by a peculiar monogram of Christ (the 
letter P with a bar drawn horizontally across the prolonged shank), on which the 
Cav. De Rossi has offered some ingenious remarks. 

From what has thus been said, it will, I think, appear, that when the Codex 
B is quoted, it is a matter of no relevancy whatever, that we should be presented 
with what is found written 2. m. (secundd manu) as it is called. It is interesting, 
no doubt, to be put in possession of the text of this venerable Codex as it was 
corrected by a critic of the seventh, eighth, or ninth century; but our respect 
and attention are not divided between 1. m. (the original scribe) and 2. m. (the 
comparatively modern critic). They are reserved wholly for the witness borne 
by the former. 

What need to relate to you the recent history of Codex B? For the sake of 
others, however, it should be added that after the scholars of Europe had been 
put off for so many years with a few meagre, unsatisfactory, and contradictory 
collations of this famous Codex—with promises which still iacked fulfilment, and 
with assurances which were still destined to remain without proof,—to the grati- 
fication of all, there appeared in 1857 Cardinal Mai’s long-promised reprint of 
the Codex, in five quarto volumes. What effectually damped the satisfaction 
with which this splendid contribution to Biblical criticism was received was the 
discovery that it was not a faithful reprint of the Codex, after all. There was, in 
fact, no making out what it was, Mai died in September, 1854. Accordingly, 
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the editorship of his labours (originally undertaken in 1828), devolved upon Ver- 
cellone, from whose preface we learn what had been Mai’s method. The learned 
Cardinal had been able to bestow on this great work only the hours which he had 
stolen from more engrossing duties; so that his five volumes were not finished 
until 1838. Once in possession, however, of the printed volumes, Mai made 
the notable discovery that the text of the precious Codex had been far too inac- 
curately followed to make his editorial labours available for severe critical pur- 
poses. One would have thought that he might have anticipated such a result 
with tolerable certainty, seeing that the text which he had put into the printer's 
hands was not the text of the Codex at all, but another; and that he had been in 
the habit of simply correcting the proof-sheets of that other text by comparing 
them with the Vatican MS.! A singular, and almost incredible method, truly— 
as his learned editor admits. In the New Testament portion, Vercellone was 
compelled to cancel several sheets, and to make out a list of errata. Finally, 
with many expressions which shewed tenderness for the Cardinal’s reputation, 
and regard for his memory, he gave his friend’s five volumes to the world. It 
was the first time the Greek Testament had ever been published at Rome. What, 
in the meantime, made it difficult to judge of the merit of Mai’s performance, 
were the many indications of minute and scrupulous accuracy which every page 
discovered. Vercellone’s candid account of how the work had been executed at 
once disarmed censure; while Mai’s many previous claims to our gratitude con- 
ciliated indulgence. On the other hand, what was one not led to expect from 
Mai’s own announcement— nos in edendo ad litteram Vaticano Codice (quod 
nemo antea fecerat, quodque maximi momenti utilitatisque est), multa deprehen- 
dimus Birchii et Bentleii sphalmata,” etc.; the fifth of these being that Birch 
had read gornoev for éornoev? Where a wrong accent, or the omission of an 
tota subscript was noted, who could suppose that whole sentences would occa- 
sionally be exhibited inaccurately ; and that one word would sometimes be printed 
for another >—The New Testament portion of this work was instantly reproduced 
at Leipsic for a London house, and with a fresh crop of typographical inaccura- 
cies,—e. g., in 1 St. John iv. 10. 

This was followed by a revised and corrected octavo edition of the New Tes- 
tament portion of the same Codex, which edition Cardinal Mai had prepared and 
printed before his death, and which it fell to the same learned man who had 
edited Mai’s other labours to put forth with a short preface about the middle of 
last year. This Roman reprint was a great boon, being cheaper and smaller than 
its predecessor. It has the (modern) pagination of the original Codex noted in 
the margin, which is of incalculable convenience for purposes of collation. But 
what makes it immeasurably more valuable is Vercellone’s assurance that it is 
more accurate than the quarto edition. On this important subject I shall have 
a few words to say by and by. 

Like its predecessor, however, the octavo reprint is open to many obvious ob- 
jections. Why is the text interpolated throughout—as the sign (+) shews? Of 
the entire good faith of Mai and his editor, no one doubts: but, hwmanuwm est 
errare: and who can repress a sense of misgiving when it is discovered that the 
object has been to produce a text, not to print a coder? What mean the pro- 
vincialisms in the verse interpolated at St. Matt. xxiii. 13? Why, again, is the 
original reading often thrust into the margin, while the correction of the recent 
scribe is adopted into the page? Graver questions arise on a more careful exami- 
nation. For the present, I am content to ask only why the whole has been 
broken up into chapters and verses in the manner of an ordinary English Bible? 
Of such an important MS. as the present, a fac-simile like that which Mr. 
Scrivener has exhibited (facing the title of his recent admirable labours), would 
be most welcome. Next best, it would be best to see the Codex reprinted, page 
by page, column by column, capital by capital, in the same style as Baber’s or 
even Woide’s, reprint of our own Codex Alexandrinus. But there could be no 
ew, at least, in publishing a faithful exhibition of the text, somewhat as 
‘ollows :— 
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Tov mev mpietov Noyov 
Eromoauny TEepi TavTw 
*w Ocopire ‘wv apEato 
Ws mot Te Kau diddoKed 
dx pe ‘Qs yméepas evteda 
fevos TALS AroaToOoLs 
dia mvevpatos ayiov ous 
é£eheEato avery upon 
ots Kat mapeaTyaev eav 
Tov C@vta peta 70 Ta 
Oéw avtov év rod ors 
Texpynpios 6 ymepwr 

a 
TEdoEpaKkovTa OTTAVO 
Mevos GuTois Kat Neyo 
Ta mepi ths Bactheas Tov Od. 


Invent, if you will, some method of indicating that the letter M (in aveAju- 
$6) has been left in pale brown ink by the learned corrector of the MS. Call 
attention to it, if you please, by repeating that letter («) in the right-hand 
margin. Make us aware that a comparatively recent hand has numbered the sec- 
tions, by inserting the letter A, in a different type, over the initial T. Nay, for 
convenience sake, let small Roman and minute Arabic numerals, on the opposite 
side, inoffensively indicate the division into chapters and verses. But you have 
thus, surely, had sufficient license allowed you! I fear that the method here ad- 
vocated will offend some critics. But pray let me ask, where is the license of 
editorship to stop ? Manifest errors (we shall perhaps be told) may be corrected. 
But is it so? How then is any one but the editor to form an accurate opinion 
of the character of the Codex? And further—what certainty have you and I 
that the said editor’s judgment or learning are trustworthy ? But there shall be 
no doubt on either score. He shall be at least competent to omit the perpetual 
diphthong («) where a single letter («) should appear. Is he not, however, 
thereby depriving us of a well-known means of judging where the Codex was 
written? And if yewdéonere may be corrected, why not ddvouam (St. Matt. xxvi. 
58), and efxooay (St. John xv. 22), i 
Cyril of Alexandria, in whose city this MS. is supposed to have been written ? 
But what can be the use (it will be rejoined) of printing the infinitive termina- 
tion, era, as it is so often found in very ancient MSS.—eo¥e? The use of 
being accurate, I reply, it is impossible to foresee. But (to give a single example) 
one use of printing épya¢ecOu in St. John ix. 4, as it appeared in Mai’s quarto 
edition, and not (as it appears in the octavo) after the modern method, is, that it 
actually serves to explain the reason of the form in which Origen quotes that 
very place in vol. iii., p. 201, and vol. iv., p. 27: Jerome also on Jer. xiii. (vol. iii., 
592); on Gal. (vol. iv., 318); and on Eccles, (vol. ii., 767). In the meantime, 
what can be the use of misrepresenting the text of a Codex which you propose to 
exhibit? Well, but anything unreasonable—for example, spelling Felix, in Acts 
xxiv, 22, iaue—this, at least, may be corrected. So, 1 suppose, Mai reasoned ; 
for he prints the word AKL, as it usually appears. Yet Vercellone appeals to 
this very peculiarity as a convincing proof that this MS. was written at Alex- 
andria! His words are—* L’altra cosa é, che il nome del preside Romano di cui 
si fa menzione negli Atti apostolici (xxiv. 22), cioé Felice, nel nostro codice é 


seritto biait, come appunto si scrive nei frammenti della versioni copta publicata 
dal Woide.” 





Two Roman editions of the text of the Codex Vaticanus of the New Testa- 
ment being before the world, the question immediately arises—(1) What is the 
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superiority of the one over the other? and (2) With what amount of accuracy 
does either represent the original Codex ? 

Now, on comparing the two books only superficially together, one is made 
aware of many points of dissimilarity between them. The earlier (quarto) edition 
is printed in paragraphs; the later (octavo) is divided into verses. But, unfor- 
tunately, the paragraphs of the printed book do not correspond with the para- 
graphs of the Codex. Next, the marginal annotations in the two editions are not 
the same. 

(1) Some are found to be most perplexingly at variance. Thus, ¢yerOnoav 
(St. John i. 18), is first said to be written éyevy. 2.m.: afterwards, we are told, 
“ altera N. (!) verbi éyevv. superponitur a 1. m.”—We are left to infer (from the 
margin of the octavo) that diqvuyyevous is found 1. m. at Acts vii. 56. But the 
margin of the quarto informs us expressly that the reading of the Codex is d:evvy, 
Hopeless is the confusion in St. Mark ii. 4, 9, 11, between xpdBatov, xpdBBaror, 
xpdBarrov, and xpdéBBarrov, occasioned by the conflicting evidence of the two 
editions and the table of errata.—The text of the quarto (at Acts xx. 16) exhibits 
Kéxpuce: the margin, “1. m. «expet.:” the octavo, Kexpixe:.—and nothing in the 
margin! Which of the three is right ? 

(2) That the second edition should often supply valuable information where 
the first edition is silent, was to have been expected. But it is perplexing to find 
that occasionally a valuable secret, which was duly recorded in the margin of the 
quarto, disappears entirely from the octavo. Thus, for dy efrov (St. John i. 15), 
we are told (in the quarto) that the Codex reads, “1. m. mendose, 6 efmdy.” On 
so important a subject, why is the octavo edition silent ?—In the quarto, against 
Neuddnuos (St. John iii. 4), it is noted, “ita. 1.m. New. Sed antea Nix.” Why 
are those last three important words dropped when that note comes to be reprinted 
in the octavo edition >—Why is the statement of the first edition concerning the 
last half of Acts xxiii. 28—(“ sequentia verba sex in margine codicis sunt ”)—sup- 
pressed in the second edition ? 

On closer inspection, the existence of many discrepancies in the text (of which 
no notice is taken in any part of either edition) becomes apparent. A specimen 
of these will be most conveniently exhibited in two parallel columns :— 


Mai’s First Edition. Mai’s Second Edition. 
1. St. Matt. iii. 14. kal od. om. av. 
This place I referred to, and found that the reading of the Codex is kat ot. 
2. St. Matt. vi. 4. cov # éAenu. om. %. 
I found in the Codex—govu % éAenu. 
3. St. Matt. x. 32.  €v obpavois. 
I found in the Codex—éy rots ovp. 


év Tots ovp. 


4. St. Matt. xiv. 7. airhoera. aithonra. 
I found in the Codex—airfonra. 

5. St. Matt. xviii. 14. pov rod év. om. Tov. 
I found in the Codex—pov rod év. 

6. St. Matt. xxiv. 17. dpai tr. dpa Ta. 
I found in the Codex—épat rd. 

7. St. Mark v. 29. éfepdvOn. e&npavOn. 


I found in the Codex—éénpdvén. 
8. St. Mark vii. 33. eorévater. 34. éorévate. 

I found in the Codex—éorévate. 
9. St. Mark viii. 14. émweadGovro. amreAdBovto. 

I found in the Codex—1. m. éreAdOevro,—2. m. o written above the third «. 
10. St. Mark viii. 17. cuve?re (marg.) ouvlerre (marg.) 


I fear my observation here is not trustworthy ; for I have made a memorall- 
dum to the effect that one line ends thus—ovsé curl (the last two letters bemg 
beyond the column); and that &r:, in the next line (a word which Codex B is said 
to omit, but which exists in the textus receptus) is spelt with a diphthong (¢). 

At all events, cuvferre is certainly the reading of the Codex,—not ovveire. 
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11. St. Mark viii. 19.  8re. 
I found in the Codex—@re, without the xa. 
12. St. Mark xii. 4. éxepadralwoay. 
I found in the Codex—éxegarlwoay. 
13. St. Luke vii. 1. Eve) 38. 
I found in the Codex—éweid4. 
14. St. John viii. 23. seis é tod rovrov. 
I found in the Codex here—rodrov rod. 
15. St. John viii. 23. eit ee rod 
Kéapou TovTov. 
I found in the Codex here—roi kécpov rodrov. 
16. St. John ix. 10. jvedxOnody. 
I found in the Codex—jvegxOnody. 
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wad Bre. 
Exepadrlwoay. 
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bucis éx Tobrov Tod. 
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elu) &« Tobrou 
Tov Kéopou. 


eve xOnodv. 


17. The title of St. Paul’s Epistle to the Colossians is thus exhibited by the 


two editions :— 
KOAASSAEIS. 


(marg.) 2. m. Kodogcaeis. 


But why “alia manus?” Why not “1. m.?” 


KOAOZZAELS. 


(marg.) al. m. KoAace. 
The first edition of Mai re- 


presents the truth of the Codex—both in its title and in its subscription. 

The result of this collation is not very satisfactory. Out of the seventeen 
places enumerated above, in seven instances the earlier (quarto) edition of Mai is 
the more accurate: in ¢en, the later (octavo) edition exhibits the truth of the 
Codex. As for the marginal capitals, often omitted in the first edition, and sup- 
y- in the second, I believe they may be assumed to be always correctly supplied. 

verified three in St. Matthew—viz., PIZ, PM, PMB. And now, let us endea- 


vour to look a little further. 


In several points of discrepancy which I had not leisure to verify, it is easy 


to perceive that the second edition of Mai must almost infallibly exhibit the truth. 
Such are the following :— 


St. Mark xiv. 37. (marg.) 2. m. eax. (marg.) 1. m. eax. 

St. John vi. 13. (marg.) 2. m. Kpecd. (marg.) 1. m. heic Kped. 
St. John xiii. 27. (marg.) 2. m. taXevov. (marg.) 1. m. TaXevov. 
2 Cor. xii. 11. (marg.) 2. m. Necav. (marg.) 1. m. Nedav. 


Col. iii. 7. (marg.) 2. m. vuved. (marg.) 1. m. vuver. 


In all these cases the diphthong is doubtless the original reading of the Codex. 


St. Luke ix. 12. “H éé. 

St. Luke xv. 29. 7azpi. 

St. Luke xxiii, 35. é« Nex7os. 
St. Luke xxiii. 38. Bacvdeds. 
St. John i. 50. "Arexp/On. 

St. John iv. 5. Zexap. 

St. John iv. 9. sapapecridos. 
St. John iv. 42. d7¢ ober. 

St. John xiii. 8. “Inoods airy. 
St. John xvii. 6. ods d€dwxas. 
St. John xx. 17. atépa pov. wopevov. 
Acts vii. 56. Scevouypevous. 
Acts xvii. 20. O€Xox. 

Acts xxiii. 28. yvwvar. 

Acts xxiv. 11. 4 dwéexa. 

Acts xxv. 26. ypayrat. 

Acts xxvi. 4. pov tv. 
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St. James iii. 4, Povdnrac. Bovderat. 

St. James iv. 10. évwmoy 70d. om, 700. 

Jither Birch, or Bartolocci, or both, confirm the readings found in the second 
column, which represents Mai’s second edition. 

1 St. Pet. i. 14. ovoxnuatiComueva (so ovaxnmatiComevor. 

corrected by hand.) 
The margin of the octavo edition happily explains that the actual reading of 

the Codex is—vat. 

2 St. Pet. ii. 18. (marg). 1.m. pataorys. cod. MaTaLoTHTNS. 

1 Cor. iii. 2. SdvacGe. edvvaabe. 


The reading of the earlier edition of Mai, in both the above places, was clearly 
a typographical error. 


1 Cor. xii. 19. 7a mavta. om, Ta. 
Birch confirms the reading in the second column. 
Gal. iii. 29. o7éppa. oméppatos. 
I infer from Tischendorf that o7€puatos is the reading of the Codex. 
Eph. v. 14. eryetpac. éyerpe. 
Eph. v.19. wéats rvevpaticats. om. TvevuatiKacs. 
Phil. ii. 9. Gvopa, 70 Ovoma. 
2 Thess. ii. 16. 0 Oeds. om, © 


Birch confirms the readings found in the second column. 

In the foregoing thirty-three places, therefore, I think it may be assumed 
that the second edition of Mai exhibits the truth of the Codex. Of its superior 
accuracy in Acts xxvii. 14, Vercellone twice assures us (p. v. and p. 201); and 
eight or nine places he corrects in his preface; (where, by the way, for tpo$y- 
7évoamev we are doubtless to read mpoePytevoauer). In the following places, 
I suspect that the first edition is right :— 


Acts xvii. 34. (marg.) 2. m. dpewrayirys. (marg.) 2. m, apeor. 
Acts xxi. 28. (marg.) Kexowwvyxe. (marg.) 2. m. KeKowwvyxer. 
1 St. John iii. 21. €yonev. ex et. 


Certain words in either edition I pass over; assuming them to be mere typo- 
graphical errors. As, in the quarto—ddeEargpyvip (Acts xxviii. 11). In the 
octavo—PuraderHox (1 St. Pet. iii. 8); ddeaurtws (1 Thess. i. 3); 2. m. vpeiv 
(St. John viii. 24), ete. In both,—dywiv (St. John xiv. 24); 76 (Rom. vii. 
22); To0v70 (1 St. John iv. 10), ete. 

A discrepancy between the two editions of Mai is also found (as you have 
yourself shewn me, by furnishing me with the result of our friend H.’s patient 
collation), in the following places, where it would be agreeable to know which is 
the actual reading of the Codex :—St. Matt. xxvi. 60. St. Luke ii. 33; iii. 14; 
vi. 17; viii. 51; ix. 10, 87; x. 39; xii. 20; xvi. 4; xvii. 24; xviii. 9, 30; xix. 8; 
xxii. 30, 42; xxiv. 21. St. John v. 10; x. 6; xii. "40. Acts vii. 11; x. i; xiii. 
26; xvi. a. 31; xvii. 21; xviii. 21 ; xx. 9, 16, 23, 29; xxiii. 22 ; xxvii. 21; xxviii. 
11. St. James iii. 5. 2 St. Peter ii. 12. 1St. John iv. 10. Rom. viii. 5; ix. 
20, 33. 1Cor.i.11. 2 Cor. x.10. Eph. iv. 20; v.11. 1 Thess. iii. 8. Heb. 
vii. 4; viii. 11.—How easily might this list be extended ! and in how many places 


must there still lurk an error in both editions! Such I suspect to be the 
following :— 


(1) St. Luke viii. 12. dxovoavtes, 
(2) St. Luke viii. 16. Avyvtas Oynow. 
(3) Acts xx. 32. G0dvar THY KAypovomiav. 
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(4) 1 St. Pet. iii. 13. €¢ rod. 
(5) 1 Cor ii. 13. dedaxtots rvedmartos. 
(6) Phil. ii. 3. 7 é€. 
(7) Col. i. 4, deyarrny eis. 
(8) Col. i. 16. wav7a év. 
(9) Col. i. 18. €otev 7 dpyy. 
(10) Col. i. 20, €zré yijs. 
(11) Col. i. 27, 6 €or. 
(12) St. Matt. xxvi. 17. Toqudowpev. 

Muralto says that in the above places he himself read as follows :—(1) 
axovovtes. (2) X. emit. (3) No art. (4) cay Tod. (5) &&axtw rv. (6) 
“Birchius, et Majus nobis retulit wyéev.” (7) @. tH eis. (8) 7. Ta ev. (9) 
No art. (10) én THS YAS. (11) Os €oTW. 

Most of these observations are, as you may easily divine, the result of subse- 
quent study. Had I been as familiar when I was at Rome with the text of Codex 
Bas I have become since, I should have examined it to far better purpose. Let 


me, in conclusion, state what else struck me in the Codex, and so dismiss the 
subject. 


At St. Matt. xxi. 4, one’s eye is arrested by the following inaccuracy of the 
original scribe. I place between crotchets what has been left unaccentuated :— 
70 pyj0e [8a tov TAypwOn To pnder | bia 700. 


At St. Matt. xxvi. 56, I read—eQuyov [ox é€ xkpatnoavtes tov Iyoouv 
epuyor | oi éé, ete. 

At St. Luke i. 37, the words—é7" ot« dévvatioe:—are repeated.. They 
make a line. 

At St. John xvii. 18, 19, I found—Kcayw dméateika avtovs eis Tov Koo- 
lov. [Kayw aTeaTeiNa avTOUS Ets TOV Koop | Kae Urép abtwy eyw, K.7.r. 

It would have been desirable, I think, for the editor to allude to this class of 
errors. It helps a man to form his own judgment of the amount of care with 
which a Codex has been copied. 

In St. John ix. 4, the reading is—Ae? épyaferPe, 1.m. Above the final € 
is written (2. m.)—ac. ... In ver. 11, can the reading of the Codex be 77” 
Zeihwau ; or is my hasty pencilling incorrect ? 

In St. John viii. 24, the reading, I think, is €@7rov od bmetv,—not 2. m. 
but 1. m. 

In St. John xvii. 15, the Codex reads ot« ¢pw7® iva dpys abtods é« tod 
kospov, GAN’ iva tTHpHays adtods Ex Tod Koopov. (Then comes a line 1. m. 
which has been so tampered with 2. m. that without more time than I had to 
bestow it was impossible to decipher the words. The next line goes on,) ov« 
ciow KaOws, «.7.... ~~ Not a hint of all this is given in either of Mai’s edi- 
tions of the text,—which is certainly to be regretted. It creates an uneasy mis- 
giving as to what may exist of the same kind elsewhere. And this place in St. 
John is not a mere error of the transcriber. Athanasius quotes the words, as 
they are found above, at p. 1035 (al. edit., p. 825) of his works. 

You have now before you the sum of my observations on Codex B. My eye 
was arrested by several other peculiarities which interested me not a little, and 
which I very carefully noted; but which, on obtaining access to a copy of Mai’s 
reprint, I found were before the world already ; so that it would be of no use to 
repeat them. You may imagine, for example, how perplexing it was, amid an 
unbroken page of uncials, to observe that the only commencement of a fresh 
paragraph was with the words— MéAAwy 6€ dvaBatve 'Iyaods cis ‘lepooudvna : 
a formula which, as every one knows, occurs nowhere in the Gospel! Elsewhere, 
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to light on the word svotpedopévwv,—which I was sure is not found in the 
Gospels at all. So at St. John ix. 11, I could hardly believe my eyes when I read 
—€xeivos 0 dvOpwros o Neyonevos "Iyaods, etc., etc. And so in other places, 

To conclude. The more I reflect on this celebrated Codex, the more con- 
vinced do I feel of its very remote antiquity. After comparison with other of 
the oldest extant codices, I see not how it can be thought more modern than the 
middle, or even the beginning, of the fourth century. The fact that it has mar- 
ginal references to a system of sections wholly diverse from those of Eusebius, is 
in itself a strong evidence of its very high antiquity. But the antiquity of a codex 
and the authenticity of its text are very different things. I have always thought 
that the text of Codex B is one of the most vicious extant. It abounds in most 

\ important omissions, a vast number of which are not to be accounted for by the 
‘carelessness of the transcriber; and in the peculiarity of some of its readings it 
is found to be supported by none but the Cambridge Codex D, the character of 
which (and a very bad character it is) may be seen at the end of Middleton on 
the Greek Article. 'Tischendorf, I am aware, makes the text of the Vatican MS, 
the foundation of his own (7th) edition. This is not the place for inquiring 
whether he has acted judiciously in so doing, or very much the reverse. 

That Codex B omits St. Luke xxii. 48, 44; St. John v. 3, 4, and vii. 53 to viii. 
11—as well as the last twelve verses of St. Mark’s Gospel—is a matter of general 
notoriety ; but it is not so generally known, with reference to this last omission, 
that, besides the blank remainder of the column after the words €poBobvto yap, 
it leaves a whole column blank ; thereby intimating, in the most eloquent manner 
possible, that there has been something consciously left out. For that blank 
column at the end of St. Mark’s Gospel is the only blank column in the whole 
Codex. 

As for the two editions of the text now before the world, enough has been 
said to enable you and others to form some idea of their value. They are of the 
utmost importance (the octavo edition especially), and, for the most part, they 
are trustworthy. (That there has been no intention to deceive, what need to 
state?) But the possession of neither renders the other quite superfluous. Nor 
are they, both together, such a faithful exhibition of the Codex as to supersede 
the necessity of further collation. A singular illustration of the difficulty of 
achieving perfect accuracy in such undertakings is furnished by the enumeration 
of 211 errors charged against Birch by Mai, in his Appendix, whereof no less 
than fifteen are corrected by Mai in his second edition, in a manner inconsistent 
with the actual readings of that edition of his own text! Vercellone could render 
no more acceptable service to Biblical scholars than by presenting them with the 
text of the Codex Vaticanus in a new and corrected form, somewhat after the 
fashion recommended in my former letter,—verbatim et literatim. 

Some words of Vercellone were quoted above. They are found in his Disser- 
tation “ Dell’ antichissimo Codice Vaticano della Bibbia Greca” (Rome, 1860), 
which is a pamphlet worth your reading. I cannot name this learned person 
without recommending to your notice the very laborious and admirable edition of 
the Vulgate which he has now in hand, and of which part has already appeared. 
It ought to have a place in all our college libraries. He assured me, by the way, 
that it is a mistake to suppose that there was no established Latin text of the 
Bible before Jerome’s Vulgate. There was a “ Vetus Itala,”—which, in the main, 
has continued the Vulgate text of the New Testament to this day. 

Here I lay down my pen on the subject.of Codex B. I did not imagine, when 
T took it up, that I was going to write such dry, and long, and unreadable letters, 
—dry, I mean, to the generality ; for to the initiated I trust they will not prove 
unacceptable. I felt so entertained myself, that I flattered myself I was going 
to be entertaining. It is impossible, in truth, to approach the subject, without 
being transported in imagination back to the gorgeous Library of the Vatican, in 
which the Codex is preserved. And who that has ever surveyed that long suite 
of apartments, (there are forty apartments in all, and I think nineteen in a suite,) 
—those ceilings and walls glittering with arabesque paintings,—and those many 
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mysterious presses full of MSS., of which only a few choice specimens are ever 
produced to vulgar eyes—such as yours and mine: who can recollect it all,—the 
costly objects of art displayed within, and the delicious gardens spread without, 
—unconscious of a thrill of pleasurable emotion—of sincere admiration and 
delight? So present have those many gorgeous accessories been to my own 
memory, all the time I have been writing, that I can hardly divest myself of the 
delusive expectation that they will have suggested themselves to the reader also, 
and compensated in part for my own dryness and dulness. 
Houghton Conquest, August 8, 1860. J.W.B 


The Missionary Spirit of the Psalms and Prophets—To some it may seem 
strange that a missionary spirit should be spoken of as belonging to the Old 
Testament. They may have accustomed themselves to think of such a spirit as 
peculiar to the new dispensation of the Gospel, in contrast with the stern exclu- 
siveness of the Mosaic economy. In one sense this is true. If a missionary 
spirit be understood as including a regularly organized plan for the conversion of 
all nations, this is an idea first developed in the New Testament. No one of the 
ancient prophets ever received from God a command to go and preach the insti- 
tutions of Moses, or even the fundamental doctrines of revealed religion, to all 
nations. Christ himself, who came as the Saviour of the world, confined his 
labours mainly to his own countrymen. It was only in an incidental way that he 
bestowed his benefactions upon those who were not Israelites. When, early in 
his ministry, he sent out his twelve apostles to preach, his commission was: “ Go 
not into the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye 
not. But go rather to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt. x. 5, 6). 
It was not till after he had completed the work of making expiation for the sins 
of men, and was about to ascend to heaven, that he gave his disciples the broad 
commission : “ Go ye into all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature” 
(Mark xvi. 15). 

But while all this is true, we must never forget that the original covenant 
with Abraham had respect to the salvation of all nations. Though made with 
him and his seed after him, its end was to bless all families of the earth: “In 
thee shall all families of the earth be blessed” (Gen. xii. 3); “Seeing that Abra- 
ham shall surely become a great and mighty nation, and all the nations of the 
earth shall be blessed in him” (Gen. xviii. 18). “ In thy seed shall all the nations 
of the earth be blessed” (Gen. xxii 18), Although God, for a season, “ suffered 
all nations,” outside of Abraham’s posterity, “to walk in their own ways” (Acts 
xiv. 16), it was still with reference to their final recovery and salvation. His plan 
was, first, to bring one family into covenant with himself, and, having multiplied 
it to a great nation, to manifest to that nation, by a series of stupendous miracles, 
his unity and infinite perfections, and subject it, for many successive centuries, 
to a system of laws and institutions of his own appointment ; and that, too, under 
a remarkable providential guidance in connexion with a series of prophets directly 
commissioned by him to rebuke the people for their sins and instruct them re- 
specting his will. Having in this manner moulded one nation into the knowledge 
of himself, and thus prepared the way for a universal dispensation, he revealed to 
that nation the gospel of Christ, that it might be propagated thence, as from a 
common centre, over all the earth. The Mosaic economy, then, though itself 
exclusive, was the divine foundation for a nobler dispensation, which should know 
no distinction between the nations of mankind. It was a partial, preparatory to 
a universal, dispensation. So far, therefore, as the benevolent design of God is 
concerned, all objections drawn from the exclusive character of the Mosaic insti- 
tutions fall to the ground. It remains for the objector to shew how a universal 
religion, like Christianity, could have been wisely and successfully introduced 
without a previous work of preparation; and, if he cannot do this, what better 
— of preparation could have been pursued than that devised by the wisdom 
of God 

The attitude of the Mosaic economy towards the Gentile nations was indeed 
severe, but it was the severity of love and good will. It had for its object, not their 
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destruction, but a speedier preparation of the way for the advent of Christ, in 
whom the promise, “In thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed, ‘2 
was to find its fulfilment. Here the words of a well-known author are in place. 
In his argument to shew that “a kindly sentiment towards the human family at 
large” pervades the writing of Moses, and of the poets and prophets of succeed- 
ing times, he says: “ Separation, it is true, was the fundamental principle of 
the Jewish polity ; but then it was separation on the ground only of those cor- 
ruptions and enormities that prevailed in the surrounding countries. The sole 
intention of the national seclusion was to preserve in the world the prime elements 
of morals and religion. And to secure this intention, and to secure it in the 
actual condition of mankind at the time, an extraordinary line of policy, in par- 
ticular cases, as well as unique institutions—civil and religious, were indispensable, 
This race of true worskippers, planted, as it were, on the confines of mighty and 
splendid idolatries, must needs assume a front of defiance and of universal repro- 
bation. But then this reprobation had regard to nothing but the errors and the 
vices of idolatry; consequently it was always true that, whoever among the na- 
tions, afar off or near, would renounce his delusions and ‘cleave unto the God of 
Israel,’ was welcomed to the bosom of the state.’/ It was not till the last period 
of the Jewish theocracy, when, having accomplished the work assigned to it by 
God, it was on the decline—in the language of inspiration, had “ waxed old,” and 
was “ready to vanish away” (Heb. viii. 18),—and when the light of inspiration 
had been, for several centuries, withdrawn from its teachers and rulers, save as it 
existed in the records of the past, that the fanatical spirit which breathed hatred 
and contempt towards all other nations, attained to such a rank and poisonous 
growth in the bosom of the Jewish commonwealth. 

The final end, then, to which the old dispensation looked, was the salvation, 
not of one isolated nation, but of the whole human family. If we can find, in the 
writings of the Old Testament, longing anticipations of this end, then we find in 
them the true missionary spirit. Now, in perfect harmony with the high result 
to which the old dispensation looked, are two very noticeable facts, respecting 
these writings. First, we find, scattered throughout their pages, allusions, more 
or less clear, to the glorious consummation which the Abrahamic and Mosiac 
covenants had in view. Secondly, these allusions increase in number and definite- 
ness, as has been observed by several writers,’ after the period when the Mosiac 
theocracy, having passed its zenith of power and splendour, was now in a state of 
decay. While the institutions of Moses were in their primal vigour, accomplish- 
ing the very work appointed to them by God their author, it was not necessary 
that the minds of the covenant people should be, to any great extent, directed 
towards the future. The struggles and triumphs proposed to them were empha- 
tically those of their own divinely constituted state, in its conflict with the sur- 
rounding heathen nations. To them the great animating idea was the full realiza- 
tion of the Mosiac institutions as an all-pervading power, in the very form in 
which God had given them. But the theocracy, with all its divine splendour, 
was only a temporary arrangement destined to give place to a more perfect dispen- 
sation. From its very nature and office, it could not be always advancing. 
Always preparing the way for the high end to which it was subservient, it might 
be; but not always increasing in outward power and glory. Every thing tem- 
porary must reach its culminating point, as did this theocracy under David and 
Solomon: under David, in vigour and conquering power; under Solomon, in 
wealth and peaceful splendour. From the days of these two monarchs, it was 
destined to decline, till in the fulness of time, its great Author-should fold it up, 
as a worn out garment, and lay it aside for ever. This was a hard truth to aa 
Israelite, perhaps the hardest of all truths. The institutions of Moses, with their 
glorious history in the past, which he had received from the fathers as his peculiar 
patrimony, mingled themselves with his very being, and he clung to them as to 





S Fanaticism, by Isaac Taylor, sec. ix. See for a striking illustration of this 
last assertion, 1 Kings viii. 41—43 ; Isaiah lvi. 3—8. 
& See, among others, Alexander, Introduction to Isaiah’s later Prophecies. 
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life itself. That they should fall into decay and pass away never to return, was a 
thought which he could not endure. He was always hoping and praying for a 
renewal of the ancient glory of Israel. But this, in its outward visible form, he 
was never to witness; but rather the increasing humiliation of ‘his nation before 
the surrounding heathen powers.—Bibliotheca Sacra, July, 1860. 


Bunsen and his English admirers.—In the second paper of the Oxford essays, 
Bunsen’s Biblical Researches are described and extolled by a congenial spirit— 
Dr. Rowland Williams, Vice-Principal of St. David’s College, Lampeter, and the 
well-known vindicator of ‘ Christian Freedom.’ In his eyes Baron Bunsen seems 
to be, in many respects, the foremost man in Christendom, ‘ who, in our darkest 
perplexity, has reared again the banner of truth, and uttered thoughts which 
give courage to the weak, and sight to the blind,’—one of the ablest, if not the 
ablest, of those champions of light and right to whom we are to look for the 
salvation of Protestant Europe from those shadows of the twelfth century which, 
with ominous recurrence, are closing around us. Let us sum up the Teuton’s 
claims to this championship, as they are here dilated upon by his reverent and 
affectionate admirer or pupil. 

The war-cry of Bunsen’s assault upon the powers of modern darkness is the 
question, ‘ How long shali we hear this fiction of an external revelation ??—lan- 
guage which his coadjutor in the Anglican Church admits may be thought ‘ too 
vehement for good taste,’ but which he classes with other very bold sayings of the 
prophet, as ‘burning words needed by the disease of our time.’ The ‘ Bible for 
the Church’ is intended to be the final and effectual panacea for all those parti- 
cular symptoms of a disease which may be classed under the head of Bibliolatry. 
In this ‘ Bible-work,’ we shall have the latest—we fear, not the last—German re- 
construction of the Word of God. That there was a Bible before our present Bible; 
and that some of our present books, as certainly Genesis and Joshua, and perhaps 
Job, Jonah, Daniel, are expanded from simpler elements, is indicated in this book 
rather than proved, as Dr. Williams thinks it might be. The great merit of 
Bunsen is, that he has gathered into himself all the light of the Iluminist 
criticism of the Scriptures, from Eichborn to Ewald, which has been the glory of 
the past century ; that he has entered into the heritage of past scholarship; that 
is to say, that he has given up all the symbolism of the types, all the predictions 
of prophecy, and the distinctive inspiration of the whole Bible, and yet does not 
despair of Hebrew prophecy as a witness to the kingdom of God. 

Hebrew prophecy, however, as it is here criticized down to its legitimate 
dimensions, is worth very little, whether as a witness to its own age, or as a wit- 
ness for ages to come. Woeful is the havoc made of the prophets, both the 
greater and the less. The ‘older Isaiah’ is left with some fragments of the earlier 
part of his book; the rest he must be content to share with the interpolaters. 
As to the latter part of his roll, he must surrender it with all its glory to a 
pseudo-Isaiah. With all its glory, we have said; but in truth its glory is 
departed ; for there is no one greater in the very sanctuary of the book, where 
the man of sorrows is, than Jeremiah, or one of the prophets, or the idealized 
afflicted people of God. This may suffice instead of a multitude of examples ; 
when once Scripture, in the person of its greatest mortal prophet, is thus broken, 
it matters not that Daniel with his visions is lost, that Jonah is a ‘late legend, 
founded on misconception,’ that Jeremiah gives place to Baruch, that Zechariah 
must yield the best part of his prophecies to Uriah or some one else, and that a 
multitude of mutilations, dislocations, and violences are done to all the rest; for, 
indeed, which of the prophets has not this criticism persecuted and dishonoured ? 
Far as Bunsen, the inheritor of the illumination of a century of criticism, goes, 
Dr. Williams sometimes betrays a little impatience with his master’s comparative 
tardiness and restraint. The German faintly endeavours to make a.compromise 
With his conscience, by appealing to a certain mysterious principle of insight in 
human nature, which in Hebrew prophecy may have been exalted beyond its 
range in other men. The Englishman is hardly fair in his translation of the 
words ; but he cannot concede, even to Bunsen, anything more than presentiment 
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or sagacity. For himself, he reduces the Christology of prophecy to this: as 
John the Baptist answers the question, Art thou Elias? by his express, I am not, 
while yet Jesus testifies that in spirit and power this was Elias; so by the help 
of a little reflection, we may come to perceive that the grief and triumph of 
Isaiah liii. have their highest fulfilment ;—but we forbear to go any further with 
the quotation. ‘We must not distort the prophets to prove the Divine Word 
incarnate, and then from the incarnation reason back to the sense of prophecy. 
Loudly do justice and humanity exclaim against such traditional distortion of 
prophecy, as makes their own sacred writings a ground of cruel prejudice against 
the Hebrew people, and the fidelity of this remarkable race to the oracles of their 
fathers, a handle for social obloquy. The cause of Christianity itself would be 
the greatest gainer if we laid aside weapons, the use of which brings shame’ 
This simple sentence of our Hebrew Professor, pursued to its fair conclusions, 
annihilates Christianity, and shuts the Bible at once. 

He, however, thinks very differently. To him the great result of all is to 
vindicate the work of the Eternal Spirit, that abiding influence which underlies 
all others, and which is the common source of inspiration to all good men, good 
thoughts, and good books. ‘The sacred writers acknowledge themselves men of 
like passions with ourselves, and we are promised illumination from the Spirit 
which [not who ?] dwells in them.’ 

The doctrines which, under this illumination of the sacred influence, Bunsen 
and his English panegyrist derive from the Scriptures, are in harmony with this 
lax view of inspiration. Doctrines they are not at all, strictly speaking ; for this 
kind of theology admits of no definitions and formal statements of truth. As 
the Holy Spirit is an influence, and the Scriptures of truth (so called) are simply 
the voice of the Church of all ages, there can be no dogmatic truth apart from 
its influence upon every individual mind ; the objective is merged in one everlast- 
ing and ever-varying subjective reproduction of the ideas of truth ; and what 
men call ‘ doctrine’ must needs change from generation to generation. ‘ Almighty 
God has been pleased to educate men and nations, employing imagination no less 
than conscience, and suffering his lessons to play freely within the limits of 
humanity and its short-comings.’ The elements of good were to be found in all 
the more ancient or more modern religions of India and of Arabia, and even in 
those of Hellas and Latium. Thus revelation widens its range, to comprehend 
the truth of every system ; and at the same time relaxes its rigour, in accommoda- 
tion to the errors of every system. All the religious books of the world are one 
great Bible, of which the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures contain certain sublime 
but loosely-preserved books. Some of them exhibit more adulteration of error, 
some less, but none are altogether without error. There is no positive revelation 
of truth adapted to every age. All that is fixed and stable in Divine truth 
belongs rather to natural than to what we call revealed religion. And for the 
one as for the other we have in ourselves a supreme verifying faculty ; a secret, 
individual, absolute test; the witness in ourselves. 

It is in his Hippolytus (or the work which came out first under that name) 
that Bunsen approaches nearest to the exposition of his dogmatic views. That 
work is commended to us as ‘a congeries of subjects, but yet a whole, pregnant 
and suggestive beyond any book of our time. To lay deep the foundation of 
faith in the necessities of the human mind, and to establish its confirmation by 
history, distinguishing the local from the universal, and translating the idioms of 
priesthoods or races into the broad speech of humanity, are amongst parts of the 
great argument.’ With this sentence, so far as we understand it, we agree; it is 
a fair character of the most astonishing work which has amazed the present gene- 
ration. But it is very sad and very suggestive to mark in what way the learned 
renovator of Christianity proceeds in his task of translating the idioms of Apostles 
into the broad speech of humanity. 

Jesus the Christ of God is in this translation the perfect embodiment of that 
religious idea which is the thought of the eternal, and without conformity to 
which our world cannot be saved. The incarnation is purely spiritual; the son 
of David by birth is the Son of God by the Spirit of holiness. The kingdom of 
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God is the realization of the Divine will in our thoughts and lives; this expression 
of spirit, in deed and form, is generically akin to creation, and illustrates the 
dogma and fact of the incarnation. For though the true substance of Deity 
took body in the Son of Man, it is a mistake to interpret this in any other sense 
than that in which we understand the declaration, that he who abides in love 
abides in God, and God in him. Hence the doctrine of the Trinity is a ‘ philo- 
sophical rendering of the first chapter of St. John’s Gospel. The profoundest 
analysis of our world leaves the law of thought as its ultimate basis and bond of 
coherence. This thought is consubstantial with the Being of the Eternal I am.’ 
The Trinity, or rather triad, is will, wisdom, and love; the Divine consciousness 
or wisdom, consubstantial with the eternal will, becoming personal in the Son of 
Man, is the express image of the Father; and Jesus actually, but also mankind 
ideally, is the Son of God. If all this has a Sabellian or almost Brahmanical 
sound, these divines are not careful to defend themselves from an imputation 
which, as they think, must equally fall on some of the earliest’ and best of the 
Fathers of the Church. 

With the dissolution of the Holy Trinity, and the idealizing of the incarna- 
tion, it follows of necessity that the blessed doctrines which revolve around our 
redemption must suffer loss, irreparable loss. It is utterly impossible to put into 
language the ideas which are represented to this class of theologians by the words 
‘atonement,’ ‘ propitiation,’ ‘justification, ‘heaven,’ and ‘hell.’ In fact, they are 
quite consistent with themselves and their principles in entirely rejecting all 
positive definitions; to them St. Paul’s ‘form of sound words’ has no meaning 
whatever. It will almost invariably be found, that their statements of doctrine— 
or what should be such—are no more than negations, generally sarcastic and 
most unfair, and sometimes irreverent negations, of the doctrines which have re- 
presented for ages the faith once delivered to the saints. This volume contains a 
multitude of illustrations of what we mean ; but the essay before us will furnish 
as many as we have space to refer to. Christ is ‘the moral Saviour of mankind ;” 
and in this adjective ‘ moral’ lies a world of vague protest against the truth; but 
no adjective in either the German or the English language has a less definabie 
meaning than this one, and therefore is it chosen. Salvation is ‘ deliverance, not 
from the life-giving God, but from evil and darkness, which are his finite oppo- 
sites (6 dvrieluevos).’ Now, ‘redemption’ should be the word here, but ‘ re- 
demption’ is by no means a favourite expression, and might be very conveniently 
spared altogether by this divinity. But is it true, that our ‘irrational inter- 
pretation’ represents the Saviour’s work in delivering us from. the ‘life-giving 
God?’ How can it be so, when the most rigid doctrine of satisfaction declares 
that the Redeemer is God himself, and that he came to manifest God’s eternal 
love by the very sacrifice of himself, which manifested his own eternal wrath 
against sin? And is it worthy of one of our greatest masters of Greek—for 
it is Dr. Williams, and not Bunsen, who is speaking here—to suggest, even 
in the most passing manner, such a reference to that masculine adjective of 
St. Paul as applicable to ‘evil and darkness?’ Propitiation is ‘the recovery of 
that peace, which cannot be while sin divides us from the Searcher of hearts.’ 
Now this equivocal phrase is either a designed and deliberate perversion of the 
plainest teaching of the whole Scripture, or it is a most unworthy evasion of the 
matter by the use of plausible words which mean nothing, or it is a wilful sub- 
stitution of the effect for the cause, because that cause is hateful to the new 
theology. Justification by faith is ‘that peace of mind, or sense of Divine 
approval, which comes of trust in a righteous God, rather than a fiction of moral 
transfer” It is ‘neither an arbitrary ground of confidence, nor a reward upon 
condition of our disclaiming merit, but rather a verdict of forgiveness upon the 
offering of our hearts.’ Regeneration is a ‘ correspondent giving of insight, or an 
awakening of forces of the soul.’ Original sin declines the exaggerated definition 
which ‘ makes the design of God to be altered by the first agents in his creation, 
or destroys the notion of moral choice and the foundation of ethics. This is 
suggestively negative ; but the fall of man has its positive definition: ‘It repre- 
sents with him ideally the circumscription of our spirits in limits of flesh and 
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time, and practically the selfish nature with which we fall from the likeness of 
God, which should be fulfilled in man.’ These and other such rhetorical flourishes 
of definition involve miserable parodies of the doctrines which they supplant, 
and in themselves betray—as every one must perceive, who weighs them for a 
moment—most hopeless confusion of thought and expression. Did the exact 
apostle, for instance, mean by justification at once a sense of approval, and a 
verdict of forgiveness? Is his language wont to waver thus? But it is to Dr, 
Williams of very little moment what St. Paul intended; for the instincts of 
natural religion are’ the final appeal with him, and ‘the antagonism between 
nature and revelation vanishes in a wider grasp and deeper perception of the one, 
or in a better balanced statement of the other.—Zondon Review, July, 1860. 


Professor Jowett on the Interpretation of Scripture.—The last, and perhaps 
the most important essay in the volume of Oxford Essays, is that by Mr. Jowett, 
On the Interpretation of Scripture, which appropriately follows up the previous 
reasonings of his coadjutors in this remarkable enterprize, and crowns the argu- 
ment. After dwelling at some considerable length on the uncertainty that pre- 
vails in the explanation of Scripture, and the multitude of various and opposite 
meanings that have been put upon the text, and referring to different causes,— 
such as the bias of religious parties, the prevailing theories of interpretation, ete., 
—he truly remarks, that there are “deeper reasons” which have exerted a dominant 
influence in this matter; and that “no one would interpret Scripture as many 
do, but for certain previous suppositions with which we come to the perusal of it,” 
What these previous suppositions are, Mr. Jowett hastens to explain, as well as 
the fatal influence they have had in the misunderstanding and misinterpretation 
of Scripture. “ There can be no error in the Word of God: therefore, the discre- 
pancies in the Books of Kings and Chronicles are only apparent, or may be attri- 
buted to differences in the copies. J¢ is a thousand times more likely that the 
interpreter should err than the inspired writer. For a like reason, the failure of a 
prophecy is never admitted, in spite of Scripture and of history; the mention of 
a name later than the supposed age of the prophet is not allowed, as in other 
writings, to be taken in evidence of the date. The accuracy of the Old Testament 
is examined not by the standard of primeval history, but of a modern critical one, 
which, contrary to all probability, is supposed to be attained ; this arbitrary stan- 
dard once assumed, it becomes a point of honour or of faith to defend every name, 
date, place, which occurs.” ... “It is better to close the book than read it under 
conditions of thought which are imposed from without. Whether those conditions 
of thought are the traditions of the Church or the opinions of the religious world, 
Catholic or Protestant, makes no difference. They are inconsitent with the free- 
dom of the truth and the moral character of the Gospel.” pp. 342—3. With such 
views as to the injury done to free inquiry and unfettered criticism in connexion 
with Scripture by the previous conditions of thought under which interpreters 
approach it, Mr. Jowett feels the necessity of examining into the source of them, 
and has no difficulty in recognizing it in the doctrine of the inspiration of the 
sacred volume. The views commonly entertained by the Church as to an inspira- 
tion of Scripture which secures for its statements the two elements of infallible 
truth and Divine authority, are the fountain of evil out of which have proceeded 
almost all the mischiefs of the false doctrine and unsound interpretation which 
have been imposed upon its text. That theory necessarily demands a mode of 
interpretation which shall conserve both the entire infallibility and supreme 
authority of the Bible; while the rejection of that theory at once opens the door 
to unfettered freedom in the way of the application to the sacred text of a criti- 
cism which may find error as well as truth, and obsolete ideas as well as unchang- 
ing wisdom in its teaching. The question of, whether or not the Bible is from 
God in the sense of its embodying his truth and his authority, is a question which 
Mr. Jowett rightly regards as intimately connected with our understanding of its 
historic truth, its doctrinal announcements, and the general force of its precepts. 
If there is no such inspiration, the accuracy, and even the reality of its historic 
statements are of no practical importance, and it becomes an unnecessary, and 
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even unmeaning attempt, to labour at the reconciliation and vindication of those 
discrepancies and mistakes which the condition of knowledge and the unavoidable 
infirmities of its human authors might lead us to anticipate in their writings. On 
the same supposition, the doctrinal statements of Scripture lose much of their 
meaning and importance in relation to us of the present day ;—such dogmas being 
the truths of the men and the age when believed, but long since obsolete in con- 
sequence of the progress of thought, and no longer applicable in their primary 
sense to our beliefs: “the growth of ideas in the interval which separated the 
first century from the fourth or sixth, makes it impossible to apply the language 
of the one to the explanation of the other.” And in like manner, if there is 
no such inspiration, the general force and sense of Scripture precepts must be 
altogether different from what the Church has universally believed them to be ; 
there can be no Divine authority in them to bind us with the obedience that is 
due to God, or even the inferior obedience that is due to well-ascertained truth ; 
and Scripture commands and example are evacuated of all power to lay the con- 
science under obligation, and become obsolete and inapplicable in their bearing 
upon succeeding times. 

But while Mr. Jowett is clear and decided in his rejection of the doctrine of 
a plenary inspiration as “a condition of thought,” under which, as a ruling prin- 
ciple, the interpretation of Scripture is to be conducted, he is not equally explicit 
as to what idea of inspiration he would substitute in its place. His announce- 
ments are negative rather than positive, and much more destructive as to the 
ancient and received doctrine of the Church than explanatory or decided as to 
his own. He is quite sure that inspiration did not exempt the writers of the 
Bible from error in their writings. He has no doubt that their inspiration, 
whatever it might be, was quite consistent with historical inaccuracies and doc- 
trinal mistakes, and did not convey to their teaching any supernatural wisdom, 
or any infallible authority binding upon us. But he is prodigal of explanation 
in attacking the common views of the Christian Church, rather than in announc- 
ing those he himself has adopted, He holds that the Bible, in some sense or 
other, is the fruit of inspiration. He tells us that all Christians agree in the 
word which use and tradition have consecrated to express the reverence which 
they truly feel for the Old and New Testament. But this veneration “is not less 
real because it is not necessary to attribute it to miraculous causes.” p. 426. It 
is an inspiration which, whatever influence it might have in directing the parties 
who possessed it, was not of a supernatural kind. If we understand Mr. Jowett 
aright, it was an influence of the spirit of God identical in character and effect 
with that which Christians now enjoy, leaving them liable not less certainly to 
error in thought and word; and the Scripture, which is the fruit of that inspira- 
tion, is not different in kind from writings of the present time which contain 
the embodied beliefs and feelings of the wise and good. He announces, and 
apparently with approbation, that theory of inspiration which is explicitly adopted 
by some of his coadjutors in this volume, and which is commonly advocated by a 
certain school of rationalist theologians in the present day,—that “ the apostles 
and evangelists were equally inspired in their writings and in their lives, and in 
both received the guidance of the spirit of truth in a manner not different in 
kind, but only in degree, from ordinary Christians.” p. 345.—North British 
Review, August, 1860. 


Buddhism and Roman Catholicism.—A third suggestion, which has been fre- 
quently put forward both in this country and abroad, is that Christianity is bor- 
rowed from Buddhism. A more unfounded assertion never was advanced, nor 
one that will less stand the test of even the hastiest examination. It may be 
safely asserted that there is not a trace of Buddhism in the Bible itself: all that 
is Buddhist is found in medixval and more modern Christianity. It was intro- 
duced long after the age of the Evangelists, and if we are not mistaken, can be 
traced to the barbarous nations who were incorporated with the Roman Church 
at the downfall of the Roman empire. 

It is not necessary, even if it were possible here, to enumerate all the similari- 
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ties between Buddhism and Roman Catholicism. A few of the principal resem- 
blances and easiest to be understood will suffice for our argument. One of the 
most prominent is found in the institution of an infallible head, who is not only 
the chief of the hierarchy, but the vicegerent of God on earth. The idea of con- 
ferring infallibility by election to an office did not exist either in the religions of 
Greece or Rome, nor in any of the religions of the West; nor is it, so far as we 
can judge, sanctioned by anything in the New or Old Testament, but belongs 
essentially to the Buddhist principle that man may conquer godhood by force of 
his own exertions and the practice of certain virtues. In Thibet the Delai Lama 
is chosen when a child; in Italy the Pope is selected in mature age ; but in both 
cases the infallibility, which is the essence of the office, is attained by the trans- 
mission of some not easily-defined virtue, supposed to be inherited from the 
founder of the religion. 

A far more striking and exact parallel is found in the segregation of the clergy 
from the laity, and the institution of the monastic orders, which formed so im- 
portant a part of the arrangements of the middle ages, and has done so in all 
times in Buddhist countries. Practically, the two institutions are absolutely 
identical ;—established for the same purposes, governed by the same laws, exer- 
cising the same powers, and developing the same results. In both institutions, all 
parties joining.them give up all worldly possessions, have all things in common, 
take vows of celibacy, and live apart from the rest of men. Poverty and absolute 
dependence on alms have always been the rule in Buddhist countries, as they were 
with the mendicant friars of the West, and were more or less professed, if not 
practised, by all orders of monks. The establishment of a hierarchy of priors, 
abbots, bishops and cardinals, and of the corresponding offices in the East, is 
perhaps a necessary consequence of the organization of any large body of men 
among whom it is indispensable that discipline must be maintained ; and is com- 
mon to the two institutions as a consequence of the segregation of so large a body 
of individuals into a separate class, rather than as a preordained part of the insti- 
tution. 

Canonization is another remarkable institution common to these two religions, 
and to these only. It has frequently been attempted to draw a parallel between 
the demigods of Greece or Rome and the institution of saints in the medieval 
church ; but the argument has always broken down, as in fact there is no essential 
similarity between the two. The minor gods of the heathen Pantheon, though 
remarkable for their power or virtues, were all more or less connected by birth or 
marriage with the great Olympic family, and owed their rank rather to their 
descent than to their virtues. It is true that, in later times, the deification of 
Roman emperors, and others of that class, which the abject flattery of a corrupt 
age introduced, was a nearer approach to the usage of Buddhism which was then 
flourishing in the East. But, when the custom is adopted in its purity, the 
attainment of Buddhahood, or of saintship, is owing neither to birth nor to office, 
but to the practice of the ascetic virtues in the church, or of piety or charity 
towards the Church on the part of those outside its pale. 

If we turn from the hierarchy to the material forms of worship, we find the 
same novelties aud the same striking resemblances. As is now perfectly well 
known, the principal object of worship in all Buddhist countries is and always was 
the veneration paid to relics. As early as the time of Clemens of Alexandria it 
was known in the West that the followers of Buddha worshipped a pyramid, which 
was supposed to contain a bone, a relic of their god. The true old Tartar form 
of this was the homage paid to the bodies of the dead; but the Buddhists have 
refined on the primitive practice. No bodies are venerated but those of persons 
who have attained Buddhahood in some shape or other, and then it never is the 
body as buried that is reverenced, but some bone or utensil, or some spot rendered 
sacred by the presence of a saint, or where some miracle was performed by some 
holy person. The worship of holy places and of holy things rose in the middle 
ages to be the most prominent of all forms of devotion, but did not exist before, 
and has died out to a great extent since, though, while thousands flock to see a 
holy coat at Tréves, or the blood of St. Januarius at Naples, or to worship at 
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Loretto or Compostella, it cannot be said that this Buddhist formula is yet extinct 
in modern Europe. 

The similarities of the liturgies may to some extent be accidental, and have no 
doubt been caused by the similarity of institutions; but it can hardly be con- 
sidered an accident that the great act of devotion in one church should be the 
endless repetition of “ Ave Marias” and “ Paternosters,” and in the other a still 
more continuous utterance of “Om mani Padmi Hom,” or such like formulas ; 
though it must be confessed that in no age did the Romish Church carry this so 
far as is done in Buddhist countries through the invention of the praying-wheel, 
by which mechanical means are employed to say the prayers of those who are too 
lazy to perform that office themselves. 

It would be tedious to dwell on the many minor points of resemblance between 
the forms of the two religions. It must be already clear that the Reformation in 
the sixteenth century was nothing more than a rebellion of the Arian races of 
Europe against the Buddhism which the Celtic races had superinduced upon the 
Christianity of the Bible; and that all the corruptions which the reformers 
attacked were (with the single exception of transubstantiation) Buddhist doc- 
trines or formulas, such as popery, monachism, relic-worship, etc. After that 
great struggle it was found that all the Teutonic races of Europe—who never had 
been genuine Buddhists—had thrown off the Buddhist institutions and forms; 
but that no Celtic race had become Protestant, but “held their old faith and old 
feelings fast.” So it remains at the present day. Europe is Protestant in the 
exact ratio of the purity of the Arian blood in any race, and Romish in propor- 
tion as the people in any country are Celtic. The inference seems to be inevit- 
able that the Celts were Buddhists before their conversion to Christianity. The 
Teutons were not, nor did they ever heartily adhere to the unfamiliar forms that 
had been forced upon them. The Buddhism which crept into the medizval 
church did not come by any of the usual routes of travel or of trade. No Budd- 
hist missions were established in Asia Minor, or Palestine, or Egypt, whence, by 
their preaching, their doctrines were spread into the Roman empire, and thence 
communicated to the nations who were gradually converted to Christianity. The 
very contrary, indeed, seems to be the fact.. The Greek Church, although in 
immediate contact with Buddhist countries, has infinitely less of Buddhism in its 
formule or faith than the Romish, and there is no trace of Buddhism having 
passed through it to the West. Nor can we trace it as proceeding from Rome 
itself, but, on the contrary, we find all the peculiarities we have enumerated 
springing up gradually among the barbarians who overwhelmed the Roman 
empire, and it was by them forced on the Church at Rome by the pressure of 
circumstances. Nor is it difficult to see how this arose. The policy of the 
Roman Church, as set forth in Pope Gregory’s celebrated letter to Bishop 
Mellitus, was, to get the barbarians to allow themselves to be baptized, and to 
acknowledge Christ in any form. Even although the first converts were allowed 
to retain the worship Of “trees and stones,” the missionaries hoped that many 
would be weaned from their idolatries, and at all events that their children would 
forsake the Kirk, and take to the Ecclesia. This policy was to a certain extent 
unsuccessful, for the simple reason that the barbarians outnumbered the Romans 
as a thousand to one; that they were too illiterate to comprehend the arguments 
on which the new faith rested, and too rude to see its beauty, or to appreciate the 
doctrines of peace and love which it inculcated. If a few were truly converted, 
the mass still adhered to their old superstitions; and as the Roman element died 
out, the old faith came again more prominently to the surface, and was mixed up 
with the higher and holier faith, which it leavened, but neither destroyed nor 
superseded.—The Quarterly Review, July, 1860. 


Plato and Christianity—There is a noble use of Plato yet to be made, and 
the work should be undertaken not by men, who indirectly, if not directly, would 
seek to substitute for the inspired dogma of the Catholic Church, the statements 
of any uninspired philosophy, however pure and exalted; but by men, who 
walking unswervingly along the “ancient paths,” still believe that the course may 
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be enlightened here and there by torches kindled at a shrine not wholly alien to 
their own. We are accustomed to commend the labours of such men as Light- 
foot and Schoettyen, who would illustrate the Gospel by the Jewish writings and 
ritual; of scholars like Wetstein, Schleusner and Elsner, who apply classical 
authors to the explanation of the New Testament text: our theologians are 
slowly working back again to the older use of catene, by which the collective 
opinions of the fathers are brought to bear upon particular texts. With these 
facts before us, we may well ask why the vast body of philosophy which admits of 
a Christian application—which formed the only faith of earnest men for many 
centuries,—should not be redeemed and consecrated, as it might be, if used by us 
aright. The merest details of Plato’s teaching are ofttimes capable of this higher 
use. Take for examples; his use of the word a&Anfedw, in connexion with that 
subjective truthfulness so often dwelt upon by him; how nearly akin it is to 
David’s “truth in the inward parts,’ and to St. Paul’s dAndedovres ev d&ydp, 
which he speaks of to the Ephesians (Eph. iv. 15), or to his relation to the Gala. 
tians (Gal. iv. 16), adn@edwv suiv. Again, what an exalted interpretation of 
several passages of Holy Scripture can be derived from Plato’s marked antithesis 
between eiui and yiyvoxa, the former expressing the being, essential, eternal, 
necessary, having no dependence on time and space; the latter a phenomenal, 
temporal, contingent, dependent being, generated in time and space. Passages in 
which this antithesis is plainly shewn can be found in the Theeetetis (153 £., 155 
A., 157 D.), in the Phaedrus (247 c. D. E.), in the Parmenides (138 E., 141 ©., 154 
C.D., 161, 162 a.B.), in the Hippias Major (294 B.c.), and in several others, in the 
Republic, the Phedo, and the Timeus. In the Dialogue to be mentioned 
directly, the Philebus, pleasure of sense or physical pleasure, is ever defined as a 
yéveors, but never as an ovata (53 c.). So we do not read év apxn éeyévero 6 Adyus, 
but we do find our blessed Lord saying that “before Abraham was,” ’A8; 
vyéverOu came into being,—received his yéveors. “I am,” John viii. 53 (eyo elu), 
eternally, essentially, am, was, and ever shall be, which words have generally been 
considered to have reference to God’s own designation of himself in Exodus iii, 
14, according to the LXX. “’Eyé elu: 6 dv;” it was the 6 dy, and not the 6 yyv4- 
wevos that sent Moses; and similarly we regard the 6 @v of Romans ix. 5, as a 
Divine name, and not as a mere participial copula; as finding its correlative in 
the description of the Almighty given by St. John the Evangelist (Rev. i. 8), “the 
5 dv, nad 5 Fv, wad 5 épxduevos.”” This Platonic distinction between the eiui and 
the ylyvoua seems fully borne out in the Scripture references to life and being 
(e. g., Acts xvii. 28), but this is too extensive a subject for us to notice in detail 
now. 

But not alone in its more refined and subtle ethical analysis does this power of 
illustration hold good; it extends itself to the broader and to the more homely 
moral lessons of the new dispensation. Take for instance our Lord’s own appella- 
tion of himself, as the Good Shepherd, an expression, as a modern has observed 
(Manning’s Sermons, vol. iv., pp. 1, 2), which “is full of figures and analogies of 
loving-kindness ;” “almost sacramental in its depth and power ;” an/epitome of 
“all care, love, providence, devotion, watchfulness, that is in earth or in heaven. 
in the ministry of men or angels:” which “has expressed, as in a parable, all 
men’s deepest affections, fondest musings, most docile obedience, most devoted 
trust ;” a title in which all other titles meet, in the light of which they blend and 
lose themselves. Priest, Prophet, King, Saviour, and Guide are all summed up in 
this one more than royal, paternal, saving name.” Now, when, in the Critias 
(109 c.) Plato romantically describes that Atlantis in which the primeval life of the 
Athenians passed through its ruder stages of culture and development ; he speaks 
of that blessed isle as of the chosen settlement of the gods, wherein they reared 
the Athenian people, who were to them as the flocks and herds, over which they 
were the shepherds. ‘Twice in the laws (Book x. 902 B., 906 A.), are men spoken 
of as “the flocks of the gods;” and in the Phedo (62 B.), he lauds the older 
saying, “that the gods are our keepers, and that we men are among their flocks.” 
We may well place Ps. c. 3, and Isaiah xi. 11, side by side with such expressions 
as these, noting, that the use of the word rroimalyw in the old Homeric poems 
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points out most conclusively the analogy that existed between a shepherd and a 
king, as a traditionary notion common in men’s minds from the beginning, alter- 
ing in character as time went on, gradually assuming its aristocratic sense as 
pastoral life faded away, and as fixed in its later meaning in sundry passages of 
the New Testament (e.g., Matt. ii. 6; Rev. ii. 27; vii. 17; xii. 5; xix. 15). 

Again, does not St. Paul ever make reference to a certain class of men, the 
ayo, the separate, the peculiar, the elect, men who have by their baptism been 
ecclesiastically elected into the graces and privileges of the Church? The coin- 
cidence is not a little remarkable when we find Plato (Phedo, 79 D., 82 B.) speak- 
ing of men who have entered into the family of the Divine, and describing the 
holy place, whither they go away, as the pure, the ever-being, the immortal, the 
unchangeable ; a place where the soul of the &y:os would abide, and cease from 
its restless wandering, where it will be lastingly engaged in the contemplation of 
the eternal. And when he further dwells upon the holiness required of those who 
shall enter thither, the stern assertion of Heb. xii. 14, rises before us in all its 
force and significance. Au ayacuds is indeed demanded of us, if ever we would 
hope to see the Lord. We cannot afford space, but for one or two more examples, 
out of the very many which a casual thought even of this subject suggests. 
Plato, more than once, refers to a ¢ype or form of life, to certain knowledges and 
intentions that is, which raise life above the moral chaos,—which give a meaning 
to it, that it would not have unless some intelligible form were impressed upon it : 
and from the notion of a type came in the doctrine of the rdzos in its various 
significations. Usually this doctrine was but an expansion of the teaching o 
Solon, who shewed that the type of life for the blessed man, depended not alone 
upon the end of his own life, but upon the bearings which this life of his had 
upon the great cuvréAca of the economy or cosmos of which he forms a part. 
Plato advances a step even beyond this, in the Republic (Lib. ii. 319 B.) he speaks 
of the “ types of the theology ”—intimating that there were certain first principles 
respecting the divine nature which were ever to be kept in mind. St. Paul then 
uses language which was not by any means new at the time he wrote, language 
the ethical sense of which had been fixed long before ; when he thanks God that 
the Romans (vi. 17) had “obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine (timov 
bi8ax4s) which was delivered” to man; when he tells St. Timothy (II. i. 13) to 
hold fast the form of sound words (érordrwow) which he had heard—to preserve 
the symbol, or creed, or tradition given to him by St. Paul, to be careful in 
short that the rémos or the trorémwois might not degenerate, but be preserved 
intact, 

Further, if we rightly remember, Dean Trench regrets that in Acts xxvii. 4, 
the “ vengeance” should be so written without a capital letter, as to give to the 
English reader of the passage no adequate representation of the 4 Alen of the 
original ; a deity by no means peculiar to the of BdépBapo: whom St. Paul met with 
on the island of Melita. In the tenth book of the laws (905 a.) Plato is most 
explicit in laying down the doctrine of divine justice. ‘“ You shall never be for- 
gotten by it,” he says, nor yet being insignificant, shall you so descend into the 
depths of the earth, nor being raised aloft shall you so fly to heaven, but that you 
shall pay the penalty which is meet, whether abiding here, or having gone through 
life to Hades, or having been carried into a wilder region than these.” Let this 
passage on the Divine justice in law be compared with Ps. exxxix. 7, “ Whither 
shall I go from thy Spirit ?” with Job xxxiv. 21, 22, “His eyes are upon the ways 
of man,” etc., with Amos ix. 2, 3, “'Though they dig unto hel!,” ete, and the 
similarity of expression, as well as of doctrine, will be recognized at once. 
Again does St. Paul (Rom. i. 20) treat of Atheism as the corruption and dege- 
neracy of our earlier and better state. Plato says that a smaller or greater 
number of men there have ever been who have had this disease (ratrny thy 
végov); disease being a departure from the normal type of health. Is the aid of 
God invoked by Christian men before they undertake not only great enterprises, 
but their daily duty? Let the reader turn to Plato’s (Laws, iv. 711 B.; Timeus, 
27¢.; Phed. 117 B.; Phedrus, 279 B.) invocations of the Deity, and he will be 
struck with a tone of mind that might well put to shame many a modern legis- 
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lator among ourselves. The Philebus (25 B.) contains a very good example of 
such invocations, 

But once more. Life in the New Testament is ever represented as a wdAn, an 
éydév, a struggle, a battle, a race, in which all are called upon to press forwards 
towards our supernal calling (Philip. iii. 14). God is above uttering the loud 
KéAevopua (1 Thess. iv. 16), saying to each successful candidate, “ Come up hither” 
(Rev. xi. 12). “I will give thee the crown of life” (Rev. ii. 10). Homer has, 
as we know, some valuable passages on this subject (Iliad, xx. 47): he represents 
the conflict between order and disorder, light and darkness, truth and error, 
knowledge and ignorance. Plato carries on the theme in a loftier style, and 
shews an almost unlimited application of the ayév. It is manifested in medicine 
fighting with diseases, agriculture with barrenness, art and science with rude and 
barbarous life. Then it is carried on to the moral regions, personified virtue is in 
dire strife with personal sin, while righteousness and temperance are ever combat- 
ing their opposites. And above all, is God himself, and his heavenly ministers— 
a vast army of the glorified ones—engaged in a mighty wdAn with spirits of sin 
and death, with Satan the lord of hell. Now Plato (Laws, x. 906 4.) speaks so 
very plainly about this udyn &0dvaros that both St. Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 
593 B.) and Eusebius (Prep. Evan. xi. 26) place down Ephesians vi. 12 as a parallel 
passage to this; they look upon it as an old Judaic notion, derived from the 
books of Job and Deuteronomy, and wrought up again by Plato and put to a new 
use,—as one of those traditions of earlier nations which, as Bacon so exquisitely 
expresses it, have come down to us again “in tones made musical by Grecian 
flutes.” —The Ecclesiastic, September, 1860. 


Water as an object of worship.—It would be foreign to my purpose to dwell 
on the offerings, whether of this or any other kind, which have been paid to 
standing or flowing waters, most probably in every part of the world. The 
ancient prevalence of the usage in the East is indicated by the sacrifice of white 
horses with which the Magians sought to propitiate the a at the pa 
of Xerxes. And for my own part, I am strongly persuaded that it is to a like 
propitiatory offering that Achilles alludes in the twenty-first Iliad (v. 132), 
where he speaks of the horses which, beside the sacrifice of bulls, the Trojans 
were used to cast alive into the Scamander. Mr. Gladstone indeed (Studies on 
Homer, iii. p. 158) thinks it possible that the true explanation may be, that the 
river ‘carried away, in sudden spates, many of the horses that were pastured on 
its banks.” I must own that I am quite unable to reconcile this explanation 
either with the language of the verse itself, or with the context. I do not un- 
derstand how the ravages of the river could be described as the act of the 
Trojans themselves, nor how the loss of their horses, which pee & suffered on 
such occasions, could be represented as one of the grounds on which they ul 
hope that the river-god would protect them from the wrath of Achilles. We 
have already seen, when we were considering the Arcadian legends, that the 
symbolical character of the horse rendered this animal, even more than the bull, 
—which we know is similarly significant of the might of rushing streams—an 
appropriate sacrifice for such a purpose. But to return to the Magians. Their 
sacrifice of the nine boys and as many girls, whom they buried alive in the Nine 
Ways (évvéa 550f), an island formed by the branches of the river, was probably 
intended for it, no less than for the land. And I am inclined to surmise, that 
the lock of the hair of Achilles which Peleus vowed to the Spercheius on the 
event of his son’s return from Troy, and which was to be accompanied with a 
hecatomb, and the sacrifice of fifty rams, at the spring where the river-god hi 
his grove and altar, was, no less than the hair with which the corpse of Patroclus 
was covered by his comrades, the symbol of a dedication, which at an earlier 
period was sometimes accomplished in a more real and less innocent manner. It 
may not be uninteresting to compare the form which this worship took among 
the aboriginal inhabitants of Spanish America, as it appears in a very curious 
Spanish work, published for the first time last year at Vienna, from a manuscript 
found by the editor, Dr. Scherzer, in the library of the University of Guatem 
being a translation of an ancient Chronicle of Guatemala out of the Quiche 
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language into the Castilian, together with some Scholia, or notes — +) by 
the translator, Father Ximenez, relating to the social condition of the primitive 
race. One of these Scholia is headed, ‘‘ Of the places where they of Guatemala 
used to sacrifice, as at fountains, rocks, caves, and under trees.”” There we 
read, among other things, ‘‘ Likewise they used to sacrifice under trees of very 
thick foliage, under which it was their custom to shed blood from various parts 
of their bodies; likewise they used to sacrifice at fountains, especially when 
they were seeking to obtain children, and if they found any very thick-headed 
tree, that had a fountain under it, they held that place to be divine, because 
there two deities met, he of the tree and he of the fountain.”” When we hear 
that the first cuttings of the child’s hair were burnt with incense, we may be 
reminded partly of the vow of Peleus, and partly of the obsequies of Patroclus. 
But when it is added, that they used to sacrifice in caves and dark places, and 
in the meetings of roads, and on the peaks of rocky hills; and farther, that in 
any great danger or strait, they were used sometimes to vow the sacrifice of a 
son or a daughter, one cannot but remember the prophet’s description: ‘‘ En- 
flaming yourselves with idols under every green tree, slaying the children in 
the valleys under the clifts of the rocks. Among the smooth stones of the 
stream is thy portion; they, they are thy lot: even to them hast thou poured a 
drink-offering, thou hast offered a meat-offering. Upon a lofty and high moun- 
tain hast thou set thy bed.” 

But returning from this little digression, in which however I have not 
altogether lost sight of my main subject, to the point from which I turned aside, 
I would observe, that the whole system of what, in the largest sense of the 
word, may be termed water-worship, in all the endless variety of its forms, 
springs from one root—the universal experience of the value of water. But 
this root sends out two branches, each of which bears its several fruit, in a dis- 
tinct set of usages and legends. On the one hand there is the experience of the 
urifying, strengthening, refreshing, and wholesome properties of water, in its 
immediate application to the human frame; and on the other hand, the sense of 
dependence upon it for the fruits of the earth, and the first conditions of private 
and public well-being. Examples of both may be found, though mixed up 
together under the one head of water, in Grimm’s Deutsche Mythologie. To the 
first division belongs the Heilawag-water, drawn from a spring at certain 
seasons—now especially at Christmas, Easter, and Midsummer (St. John Bap- 
tist’s day)—which was supposed to remain fresh all the year round, and to 

ss wonderful medicinal virtues. Also the numberless Heilbronns and 
olywells, some of which were believed to restore not only health but youth to 
the bathers, and even to re-unite severed limbs to the mutilated body, and to 
change the sex. The eve of St. John Baptist was, and is to this day at Copen- 
mn, the season specially appropriated to such ablutions. On that day 
Petrarch found a great concourse of women at Cologne, bathing in the Rhine, 
and on inquiry was informed that it was a very ancient usage, and according to 
the vulgar belief, a safeguard against all calamity impending for the year to 
come. Petrarch was not aware that any such custom existed in Italy. But 
Grimm produces an example from an Italian work of the sixteenth century, 
where it is related, that at Naples there was an ancient usage, which even then 
was not wholly abandoned, for men and women to bathe in the sea on the eve of 
St. John Baptist, under the persuasion that they were thereby purified from 
their sins; and he quotes passages from St. Augustine, in which that Father 
speaks of the very same custom as prevailing in his day in Africa, and condemns 
itas an unhappy remnant of Pagan superstition. Peculiar efficacy for the like 
ere was attributed to water collected from the droppings of mill-wheels.— 
op of St. David's, Transactions of the Royal Society of Literature. 


Coverdale’s Bible in Gloucester Cathedral Library.—This work shares with a 
copy in the possession of the Earl of Jersey the honour of being perfect in all 
its parts, with the title-page of 1536, which we shall call the second title. It is 
dedicated to King Henry VIII. and his “dearest just Wife and most vertuous 
Princesse Queen Anne ;” and at the end of the volume we find this notice :— 
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“ Printed in 1535, and finished the fourth day of October,” 7.e., nearly six 
months at least (as the title shews) before this copy was issued. But we are 
enabled to shew that the title of 1536 was not the original title of the book as it 
came from the press ; for the copy in the British Museum, identical with ours in 
every other respect, is dated a year earlier, and purports to have been trans- 
lated out of * Douch and Latin,” which words are wanting in the title now 
exhibited. 

The opening paragraph of the dedication suffices to explain to us the motive 
of this seeming incongruity, It is addressed, as we have seen, not only to 
Heury VIIL., but to his dearest just wife, Queen Anne. The book was all in 
type, and not only so, but issued, when the ill-fated Queen was in the zenith of 
her prosperity. Great things were expected from her influence and patronage. 
But in a few short mouths the scene changes, and the name of Anne Boleyn, 
so far from being a passport to the capricious monarch’s favour, would damage 
any cause with which it might be connected What then was to be done to 
meet the altered circumstances? The dedication (it is true) might altogether 
have been cancelled, but these were the days of dedications, and the whole 
success of the edition depended on the royal fiat, and the sole motive of the 
dedication hangs on the remarkable words, “| thought it my duty not only to 
dedicate this translation unto your Highness, but wholly to commit it unto the 
same, to the intent that it may stand in your Grace’s hands, to correct it, to 
amend it, to improve it, yea, and clean to reject it, if your godly wisdom shall 
think it necessary.” Words like these ought never to have been written; but 
once deliberately published, they could not be withdrawn. 

But the King’s third marriage, in a very short time, suggested a solution of 
the difficuly. The sunset of Anne’s espousals had indeed been dark and dismal; 
but the morning of Queen Jane’s coronation had dawned at least with promise, 
so the alteration of two letters was deemed sufficient to meet the case, For 
Anne was substituted Jane; and the type, thus amended, is found in existing 
copies, among which those at Sion College and at Lambeth may be cited as the 
most accessible. 

But did this alteration dispose of every difficulty? Obviously far from it, 
A date upon the title-page is usually understood to mark the completion of the 
volume. Here, then, was a Bible completed in 1535, but dedicated to a Queen 
whose new-born royalty dated only from the year following its issue. This contra- 
diction, therefore, could only be obviated by the printing of a new title-page, in 
whi¢h 35 was changed to 36. And seeing that these changes were all forced 
upon the publishers after the commencement of the issue, we need not feel sur- 
prise that some confusion had arisen among the two title-pages, the two dedica- 
tions, and the main body of the work, appended differently to each, perchance 
by the negligence of the binder. 

Our glance at these Bibles may very profitably be extended to illustrate two 
malpractices, which we cannot too strongly reprobate, whether of restoration or 
destruction. Take, for example, the Coverdale in Sion College library. We find 
that in 1772 it was borrowed by the British Museum, in order to supply mutu- 
ally-existing defects ineach. Accordingly, it came back with the wood-cuts of 
its title-page supplied by “an ingenious penman,” the style and execution of 
which we will not severely criticize, seeing them to be the performance of pro- 
bably a clever school-boy. But the ground of our objection is, that the title 
thus inserted is the title of 1535, which we hold to be improperly prefixed to a 
dedication inscribed to Queen Jane, as it involves nothing less than a manifest 
anachronism. And, speaking as archeologists, we cannot too strongly deprecate 
that sort of restoration to which Coverdale has been subjected. Nine-tenths of 
the Coverdales which the wreck of time has spared came down to us without 
titles. ‘Their possessors, in many instances, have wished to do them honour, after 
their own fashion, by making good the deficiency ; but the power, rather than 
the will, was wanting. Till the discovery of the Holkham Bible, no perfect title 
of 1535 was accessible. The British Museum copy had lost all the woodeuts of 
its outer side completely ; but, as a similar pattern had been used in Matthew's 
Bible of 1539, it was thought that a skilful amalgamation would well serve the 
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purpose. However, after all, it was but the junction of the hwmanum caput and 
the cervix equinus, fur Matthew had adopted Latin texts to illustrate his wood- 
cuts, but Coverdale’s were all in English. To make the matter worse, a late 
eminent bookseller prepared at some expense a wood-block, to perpetuate the 
pretended fac-simile, which has thus found its way into many libraries. Thus 
much for restorations injudiciously carried out. And, if we would see destruc- 
tion, we have only to call for the copy in the British Museum. There we shall 
see “specimens of the initial and capital letters used in the work cut from 
another copy, and pasted on a separate leaf!’—Mr. Lée-Warner, at Gloucester 
Archeological Institute, reported in The Gentleman’s Magazine. 


Darwin's Origin of Species—We think we have ample cause to say, that 
though Mr. Darwin disclaims development, his theory tends to it inevitably. 
He deems it very unsatisfactory to refer the analogies and differences that sub- 
sist between all living forms to the Creator’s immediate purpose and plan. He 
asks, Why this, and why that? But however far he may thrust back a personal 
agent, if he recognizes Him at all, he has still to face the “ why.” Mr. Darwin 
does not trouble himself with this port of the question; but others, who have 
gone farther in the same path, have felt the necessity of pausing somewhere. 
Even the author of the Vestiges of Creation put in a disclaimer: “* You must not 
think,” he said, ‘‘ that | have the slightest intention of denying a First Cause ; 
Lam but differing on the mode of the Creator’s operations. You say, He made 
these living forms; I say, He made the laws that formed them; and where is 
the peculiar impiety of my opinion ?” 

The impiety consists, first, in denying his express word, but still more in 
denying Him, the personal Interposer, the personal Judge. ‘i'‘his system of law, 
this determination to look on creation as nothing but law, allows no space for 
the personal free agency of man or Gol. Whether we go back to the first chaos, 
or on to the highest heaven, we see nothing but law, wonderful, harmonious, 
but unchingeable law; and the system which denies the interference of the 
Creator leaves no room for the responsibility of the creature. Mark how these 
truths or falsehoods hang together. Robert Chambers openly avowed that it was 
the prevalence of law over the inorganic world which forced him to the convic- 
tion that it must be equally prevalent over organic powers. But he did not stop 
there: he saw that organic powers were closely linked with instincts, and that 
instinct was nearly ailied to intelligence; if laws produced the one, laws might 
produce the other: in truth, if law be the only power at work in the world, there 
is no escape from this conclusion. But is not this materialism? Not so, said 
the author of the Vestiges; not so, implies Mr. Darwin; all corporeal and mental 
endowments may tend to perfection, and immortality itself be the medium of 
progress. Aye, but what then? How shall we then divest ourselves of the 
principle that has animated us, the atmosphere we have breathed? If for ages 
and ages we have seen and known nothing but law, how can we he sure that 
there is anything more to be known? We too, poor mortals, are but the off- 
spring of law: will our immortality find any other parentage? Surely if earth 
have only borne witness to this, we may well doubt if heaven will contain aught 
beside. No Father, no Saviour, no Sanctifier, nothing but a First, fixed, inexor- 
able law, with which our doveloping existence will work in harmony, as the 
ancients deemed the universe moved to the music of the spheres. 

All men do not follow out their own logic; but if we regard this world only 
as a scene for the manifestation of law, it is difficult to find any line of separa- 
tion between the lowest result and the First Cause that produced it. The 
mineral presses closely on the vegetable, the vegetable on the animal, the 
animal on the instinctive, the instinctive on the intelligent, the intelligent on 
the moral, the moral on the immortal, the immortal on the Divine. But it has 
een the great error of inen of science to loox on creation as a manifestation of 
but one half of the Deity, forgetting that He is not only the source of law, but 
of freedom; and that just in proportion as his creatures approach his throne, 
they too become free. We do uot find this principle in some fields of creation: 
miveral combinations are wholly without it; vegetable organisms do not possess 
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it, though they form an intermediate link between the forces of chemistry and 
the movements of life. The lowest forms of animal existence are almost desti- 
tute of it; but as creatures advance in the scale of being, it begins to dawn 
upon them, first in freedom of motion, then in freedom of choice. We may not 
be able to demonstrate that the bird, which flies here and there at its pleasure, 
and which chooses its own mate, and tree, and food, is not following a law as 
blindly as the sulphur and copper which rush into chemical combination, or the 
lightning that flies across half the earth: we may not be able to prove this; but 
we believe in the spontaneity we cannot prove. Next comes instinct, another 
intermediate link between law and liberty,—a shackled intelligence pointing on 
to the intellect that is free. And rising above instinct, there is the teachable- 
ness of domestic animals, their endeavour to understand us, their power of yield- 
ing to or resisting temptation, their consciousness of having disobeyed,—all 
speaking of an imperfect choice and will, which they seem to derive from their 
intercourse with man. Yet, in spite of all this, we cannot fail to see how little 
each animal’s welfare depends on the exercise of choice. The brute is at best an 
enslaved creature; but when man comes on the scene, he comes as the ruler of 
his own destiny. He is not a better and wiser beast formed to conquer others 
by a law of natural advantage, but the appointed heir of dominion, which he is 
free to keep or lose at his pleasure. Look at the educated Englishman and the 
Australian aboriginal; the one gaining more and more mastery over the laws of 
this world, the other almost as helpless a victim of those laws as the brutes 
around him. Never in nature’s kingdom do we see this immense gulf between 
individuals of the same species: we see it in man alone, because he alone in 
creation was free to rise or fall. We need scarcely say how closely this freedom, 
in working out his own physical destiny, is associated with that higher freedom 
which belongs to the knowledge of good and evil. We conceive that in the 
creation of man God’s attribute of freedom and earth’s law of natural sequence 
were accurately balanced in the fact of probation. We know the fatal result; 
man used his free will to destroy his freedom, and thrust himself back by delibe- 
rate choice upon that law of natural sequence, which adds to sin the fruits of 
sin, and leaves no room for escape. And it was because man had upset God's 
balance, and subordinated advancing freedom to the old law of natural sequence, 
that it needed a manifestation of God, in which his free agency should triumph 
over natural sequence, to set the matter right. Hence the whole human eeo- 
nomy becomes a system of most gracious interposition ; for what is it we call 
grace and mercy, but God’s direct interference with natural results? He inter- 
poses no less between cause and effect when he frees his enslaved creatures, and 
saves them from the fruit of their own sin, than when he saved their bodies from 
the Red Sea by causing the waters to stand on either side. We marvel that 
those who own the greater wonder should shrink to grant the less; as if God 
might dare to interfere with immortal nature, yet hesitate to meddle with that 
of the physical world. He has not destroyed the system of natural law ;—why 
should he, when it reflects half of himself ?—but he has chosen to arrest its 
uniform action by special interference. By grace, by providence, by miracle, 
he proclaims our whole economy to be one of merciful interposition, even while 
he permits the general operation of his laws to go on undisturbed. His com- 
passion does not shrink from the stern behests of famine and pestilence. He 
strikes down his most useful servants, if they neglect the laws of health. He 
carries retribution with a high hand over the world, to remind us that His free 
interference shall not always arrest the course of law. As yet, it is forcibly 
arrested ; the two principles are not now in harmony, but are working out their 
separate results in sheer deflance of each other. God saves by free interference 
with law, law inexorably destroys in spite of God’s interference. But a time 
will come when the balance of law and liberty will be restored, when, standing 
before our just Judge, we receive the pena di result of God’s free mercy and 
our own life’s doings. But whether we are advanced to the throne of God, or 
thrust out from his presence, the award of law will be given, not because we had 
been bound onward by development to either fate, but because we had been free 
to choose between them; because the Son of God had interposed between man 
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and his natural destiny, and given back to his creatures a renewed power of 
choice, by which, when his Spirit called, they might have followed him and been 
free. More than that even the Son of God could not do; for though it is con- 
ceivable that an Almighty Being might force men to be righteous, it is incon- 
ceivable, nay, it is a contradiction in terms, that any power could force men to 
be free. In our share of that essential attribute of Deity doubtless lies the whole 
mystery of good and evil. We catch a glimpse of moral necessity; a ‘ needs 
must be” that the creature which rises above the enslaved brute towards the 
free God, shall share the attribute of freedom, not as an arbitrary gift of the 
Creator, but as a necessity of our nearer approach to him. Then cometh the 
end. We know not yet how the union of perfect stability with perfect freedom 
will be secured in a higher sphere; but this we know, that we shall share the 
nature of Him who is equally the source of liberty and the origin of law,—the 
Sovereign Ruler who is bound hy righteousness, the Almighty One who cannot 
err.—London Review, July, 1860. 


Rare Bibles, ete.—The following rare books, printed and in manuscript, have 
been sold in London during the last quarter at the prices affixed :— 

Antiphonarium Cum Notis Musicis. Manuscript on vellum, with illuminated 
— having musical notes written in Neuma or Neumes (without staves), 
red morocco. Sec. xi. This venerable and highly interesting relic of antiquity 
is similar in character to the Graduale, bearing date of 1071, and probably came 
from the same Church. For the history of sacred music, this is one of the 
most important volumes, as in the Antiphonarium are preserved those magnifi- 
cent chants which the venerable Bede was so anxious to introduce into our 
cathedrals, and which admirers of solemn grandeur consider were no way 
improved when Guido d’Arezzo introduced, in this same century, his newly- 
invented system of sol-fa-ing. £17. 

Sacra Biblia Latina. 2 vols. Manuscript on vellum, in a large hand, half 
russia, Sec. xi.-xii. This truly important manuscript, formerly in the convent 
of St. Cecilia, in Transtevere, was only very partially collated for his “ Varie 
Lectiones” (published at Rome in 1860, and where a facsimile is given) by the 
Barnabite C. Vercellone, and we have his authority for stating ‘il Manoscritto 
e giudicato per merito di Antichita e di sicura Lezione il secondo Codice Biblico 
che Roma conservi dopo il famoso Codice del Monastero Ostiense di 8. Paolo che 
si attribuisce alla Eta di Carlo Magno.” He considers it to belong to the revi- 
sion by Alcuin (‘‘ Textus ad Recensionem Alcuinam pertinet,” see his “ Varies 
Lectiones,” p. 91, No. 19). Unfortunately, as is generally the case with our 
oldest Bibles, it is not quite perfect, but, notwithstanding its imperfections, it 
must ever be regarded as one of the most precious relics ‘of antiquity, not only 
for its caligraphy, but also for the pureness of its text. £134. 

Biblia Latina (Gen. xxxv. 11, usque ad 4 Reg. xviii. 27). Manuscript on 
vellum, in the original oak boards, covered with stamped leather. Sec. xii. 
This important and valuable manuscript is that cited by C. Vercellone in his 
“Varies Lectiones Vulgate Latin Bibliorum Editionis” as Codex U. It belongs 
to what is usually termed the “ Recensio Alcuina,” with which it generally 
agrees, but exhibits some few important readings not to be found therein. £24. 

Byble (The), black letter. Folio. Lond.: T. Day and W. Seres. 1549. 
Matthewes’ translation revised and edited by E. Becke, extremely rare edition. £8. 

Biblia Hebraica, nova Seb. Munsteri tralatione. 2 vols. Folio. Basile. 
1546. Volumes of most extraordinary interest. They appear to have been pre. 
sented by the editor, Sebastian Munster (author of the celebrated ‘‘ Cosmogra- 
phia,” etc.) to Philip Melancthon, whose autograph annotations and inscriptions 
of various kinds are to be found at great length throughout the volumes. £80. 

Byble (The) in Englysh, black letter, excessively rare. Printed by Eduard 
Whitchurch, finished the xxviii daye of Maye, 1541. Of the seven or eight dis- 
tinct editions of this great Bible, commonly called Cramner’s version, printed 
a this one of May is the only one that has the name of the month on the 
Itle-page. £50. 

Byble (The) in Englyshe. Folio. Printed by Richard Grafton, MDXL. 
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[Colophon] Fynisshed in Apryll, 1540. This is the first edition of Cranmer’s 
Bible printed in England, and with some slight exceptions a perfect copy. £55. 

Bible (fhe) in Englyshe. Large folio. Prynted by Rychard Grafton and 
Edw. Whitchurch, 1539. ‘The first edition of Cranmer’s version. £46. 

Bible (Holy) authorized version. Ogilby’s Illustrated Edition, with some 
additional plates inserted. A fine specimen of old English binding, contained 
in an oaken box. Cambridge. Printed by John Field, 1660. This edition was 
severely censured by Bishop Wetenhall, in ‘“ Scripture Authentic and Faith 
Certain,” 1686. And in reference to this edition, Butler writes, “the Indepen- 
dents were literally so, having corrupted that text, Acts vi. 3, from whom ye may 
appoint, to whom we may appoint.” It has been asserted that the printer received 
£1500 for allowing this corruption to pass in the editions issued by him. The New 
Testament has the date 1659, a peculiarity in one of the Duke of Sussex’s copies 
as particularized by Dr. Cotton in his list of the editions of the Bible. £10 10s, 

Bible. The Bible in English. Cranmer’s version, black letter in double 
columns. 4to. Printed by Edward Whytchurch, 1550, It is the first edition 
of the great Bible in small quarto, a cheap form, and has been stated by some 
bibliographers to have been printed for circulation in Ireland. In a perfect 
state like this copy, it is believed to be much more rare than the folio editions 
of 1539-1541 af the same version. ‘This is the edition containing a device in the 
initial letter to the Epistle to the Galatians which, if not indelicate, is at least 
beneath the dignity of the subject. £65. 

Biblia Sacra Latina. Manuscript on pure vellum, very distinctly written by 
an Italian Seribe at the end of the thirteenth or quite in the early part of the 
fourteenth century, with numerous illuminated capitals, in beautiful preserva- 
tion, in old red morocco, g. e., having the sides covered with the large arms of 
Cardinal Innocenzo Cibo stamped in gold. See. xiii.-xiv. (circa 1300.) £12 12s, 

Byble (‘The) in Englyshe of the largest and greatest volume. Cranmer’s 
edition, black letter, title and prologue wanting (4 leaves); and in the New 
Testament wants three leaves of the last sheet, and portion of the last leaf 
having on it the Colophon. £6 10s. 

Byble (The). Folio, 1537. This first edition of Matthew’s version, of the 
greatest rarity. But two or three perfect copies are known. The present copy 
is large and sound, but imperfect. £7 7s. 

Biblia. The Bible, out of the Douche and Latyn into Englyshe (by Miles 
Coverdale), 1535; Gothic letter. Folio, 1535. £95. 

Bible (Holy), Royal version. Two vols., large paper, royal folio. Oxford: 
J. Baskett. 1717. A most magnificent edition, called the ‘ Vinegar Bible,” 
from an error in the running title at Luke xx., where it reads “ the Parable of 
the Vinegar,” instead of ‘the Parable of the Vineyard.” Copies really upon 
large paper such as this, are very rare. £7 10s. 

Bible (The Holy) conteyning the Olde and Newe Testament, whereunto is 
joyned the whole service used in the Church of England, black letter, with wood- 
cuts. Imprinted at London by Richard Jugge, 1577—The Whole Booke of 
Psalmes in Englishe Metre, by Sternhold, Hopkins, and others, black letter. 
At London, printed by John Daye, 1574. In 1 vol. £12. 

Bible (Holy) containing the Old and New Testaments with the Apocryphal 
books, in the earliest English versions, made from the Latin Vulgate by John 
Wycliffe and his followers, now first printed entire. Edited by the Rev. Josiah 
Forshall and Sir F. Madden. 4 vols., imp. size. Oxford. 1850. £4 16s. 

Biblia Greeca, Sacre Scripture veteris nove que omnia (Grace, juxta Septua- 
ginta excusa, cura Andrew Asulani), edito princeps, very fine copy, rare. 
Venet. Aldus. 1518. £30. 

Biblia Sacra Latina, e translatione et cum prefationibus 8. Hieronymi. Two 
vols. Extremely rare. Moguntie, per Jo. Fust et P. Schoiffher de Gerns- 
heym. 1462. First edition of the Bible, which contains the date, the place of 
printing, and name of the printers. £165. 

The Byble in Englyshe, with a prologe thereinto, made by Thomas 
(Cranmer) Archbysshop of Cantorbury. Black letter, with woodcuts, extremely 
rare. Vrynted by Rychard Grafton, Fynisshed in Apryll, 1540, £28, 
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The Bible in Englyshe, of the largest and greatest volume auctorysed and 
apoynted by the commaundement of our moost redoubted Prynce and Soueraygne 
Lorde Kynge Henrye the VIII. Oversene and perused at the commandement 
of the kynges hyghnes, by the Ryghte Reverend Fathers in God, Cuthbert (‘Ton- 
stall), Byshop of Dunesme, and Nicolas (Heath), Bishop of Rochester. Black 
letter, woodcut title after Holbein. The arms of Thomas Lord Cromwell struck 
out; very fine copy, clean and sound, a few margins and portion of a corner 
only restored, in old blue morocco, g. e. Printed by Richard Grafton, cum pri- 
vilegio ad imprimendum solum, 1541. £59. 

Breydenbach (B.) Sanctarum Peregrinationum in Montem Syon ad Veneran- 
dam Christi Sepulchrum in Jerusalem, Opusculum, illustrated with wood engrav- 
ings. Gothic letter, first edition, very rare, a fine and tall copy, with the front- 
ispiece and all the folding maps, but portions of some of them are admirable 
fac-similies. Folio. Moguntiw, Erhard Reuwich, mcccctxxxvi. It is believed 
that the first instance of * cross hatching” in the art of wood engraving occurred 
in the frontispiece to this work. £6. 

Caxton’s Chronicle, viz.: The Chronicles of Englond, Westmynstre, June 
5, 1480; the Descripcion of Britayne, Westmynstre, August 18, 1480; toge- 
ther in 1 vol. morocco extra, by F. Bedford, large, sound, and fine copy, 
measuring 10}in. by 7Zin. The preceding are generally regarded as two 
entirely distinct works, though often, as in this instance, bound together. 
There are, indeed, two editions of each, distinguished respectively by the use of 
a comma of long form in the one, and of short form in the other. In the present 
copy the Chronicle is of the ‘‘ long comma,” and the description of the “ short 
comma” edition. Of the former we believe no perfect copy is known, and 
amongst all those of which we have any record, this copy must be allowed a 
high rank, being perfect at beginning and end, its only imperfections being in 
the Chronicle, y 3, 4, 5, 6 (4 leaves), and in the description of Britain, folios 1, 
2, 3, 6, 7, 8 (6 leaves). These few leaves are supplied in matchless facsimile, 
but the collector may not unreasonably hope, sooner or later, to secure the 
original leaves, and with them enjoy the satisfaction of possessing the only com- 
plete copy of Caxton’s ehronicle extant. This copy contains many more leaves 
than the copy in the British Museum, and is much leegen. This important work 
may justly be regarded as the most interesting of any which have proceeded 
from Caxton’s press. £180. 

Eliot’s Indian New Testament, second edition. Extremely rare. 4to. Cam- 
bridge: Printed for the Right Honourable Corporation of London, for the Propa- 
gation of the Gospel among the Indians in New England, 1680. £6 15s. 

Erasmi (D.) Adagiorum Opus. Fine copy, ruled. Lugduni, 1550. A mag- 
nificent specimen of contemporary binding. £91. 

Ephrem Syri Opera, Greece. Manuscript on vellum in a large clear hand, 
with very few contractions, and having the initial letters and headings in red, 
half russia. Seec. x.-xi. This important and valuable manuscript, written at 
the end of the tenth or very early in the eleventh century, deserves great atten- 
tion, more especially for its presenting an early and very accurate text never 
collated by Assemanni, who spared neither expense nor trouble to obtain the 
various readings of all known manuscripts. £52. 

Fox (Joannis) Commentarii Rerum in Ecclesia Gestarum, maximarumque, 
per totam Europam, persecutionum a Vuicleni [ Wiclefi] temporibus ad hanc usque 
etatem descriptio liber primus: Item, Opistographia quedam ad Oxoniensis, the 
marginal notes of one leaf a little injured, otherwise in good sound state. Argen- 
torati, Vvendelinus Rihelius. 1554. Excessively rare. This is Fox’s cuales 
compilation towards the ** Martyrology,” and was published five years prior to 
the rare folio, long thought to be his first essay in that direction. Lowndes, in 
quoting this edition, does not refer to any known copy of it, but mentions one of 
1556, as being in the Grenville library. The editions prior to the before-named 
folio are almost unknown to bibliographers. £4 4s. 

Graduale, cum Notis Musicis. Manuscript on vellum, red morocco, gilt and 
painted edges. Szec. xi. (1071). One of the most important manuscripts of the 
Graduale ever offered for sale, and presenting us the real Gregorian Chant, written 
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in Neuma or Neumes (the old style employed before the discovery of Guido 
d’Arezzo, in the same century of using staves), as chanted by the priests since 
the days of Gregory the Great, who, about the year 600, sent Pietro Maestro 
first singer of St. Peter’s) to introduce it into England. It is written in Carlo- 
vingian and rustic characters, with very elegant ornamented capitals in the 
usual style of the time, and was executed in the time of Pope Alexander II., 
namely 20th May, 1071. £80. 

Hore Beate: Marie Virginis Secundum Usum Sarum, cum Calendario. Mag- 
nificent manuscript on vellum, by an English scribe, and remarkable for the 
beauty of the fifty-six miniature paintings (including a full-length portrait of 
Henry VI., Henry VII. and his family in prayer, prs Ato Becket, St. Ninian, 
etc.), having also the exquisite borders and the numerous splendidly illuminated 
ne all executed in gold and colours in the best style of English art, red 
velvet, g.e. Sec. xv.—xvi. For an English collector this splendid volume 
presents extraordinary attractions, not only as a work of English art, but also as 
a memorial of the monarch whose iron will, when he himself became Protestant, 
swept from every church in the land this ancient Service Book, and condemned 
all the copies thereof that could be discovered to be destroyed, as relics of super- 
stitious rites. In this beautiful work of art, some of the prayers and several of 
the rubrics are in English, and the calendar is perhaps the most perfect for its 
enumeration of British and Irish saints. £84. 

Heures a la Louenge de Dieu de satres saincte et glorieuse mere et a l’edifi- 
cation de tous bons catholiques, avec un almanach de 1488 4 1508. Gothic letter, 
ape upon vellum, embellished with the series of larger illustrations of the 
ife of Christ and other sacred subjects, commencing with a curious one of the 
Creation illuminated in gold and colours, every page surrounded with woodcut 
borders, with subjects from the life of Christ, the Sybils, Saints, ete. ; the wood- 
cut at the commencement of the Prayers for the Dead represents Death with a 
coffin over his shoulder, leading off a Pope and other personages. A very rare 
and curious volume, large 8vo. Anthoine Verard, 1488. £14 10s. 

Hore in laudem Beatissime Virginis Marie, ad usum Romanum, cum Calen- 
dario, illustrated with thirteen beautiful wood engravings the full size of the 
page, every page surrounded with beautiful woodcut borders of varied and very 
elegant design, most brilliant impressions, a charming volume, fine, large, and 
clean copy. 4to. Parisiis, apud Simonem Colinzum, 1543. Probably the Due 
de Rohan’s copy. On the recto of M 1 will be found two small woodcut portraits 
of Francis I. and his Queen. £34. 

Isaaci, Magne Urbis Ninive Episcopi Patriarche Hierosolyme et totius 
Palestinz, Sermones XC, Grace, adornati a Patricio et Abraamio Monachis §. 
Sabee Monasterii. Valuable manuscript on Bombyx paper, in beautifully written 
Greek characters, in the original oak boards. Sec. xii.—xiii. This highly 
interesting volume contains ninety sermons, by Isaac the Ninevite, patriarch of 
Jerusalem, who flourished about a.p. 548, translated into Greek from the je 
by the two monks named above, of which thirty-seven have never been edited. 
£11 11s. 

Josephi ‘Aww Historia de Captivitate Judeorum et Eversa Hierosolyma ab 
Rufino aquileiensi Presbytero in Latinum linguam conversa. Manuscript on 
vellum, with name of scribe and date, beautifully written. Sec. xv. (1492.) 
In the original red morocco, gilt gaufré edges, the sides richly ornamented with 
gold tooling, and having the arms of the Cardinal de Medicis, afterwards Pope 
Leo X., painted as centre ornaments. £240. 

Kempis (Thomas a) L’Imitation Jesus Christ, IV. livres. A most sumptuous, 
edition, the text printed within borders, extending to upwards of four hundred 
pages, each of which is decorated with elegant designs, copied from exquisite 
specimens in early Byzantine, Greek, Oriental, Flemish, Italian, or French art; 
and coloured according to existing originals in missals, books of devotion, poems, 
etce., etc., many pages finished in gold and silver. Colombier size. Paris: 
Curmer. 1856. £13 13s. 

Missale Monasticum secundum Consuetudinem Ordinis Vallisumbrose, cum 
Calendario. Beautifully printed on vellum in semi-Gothic letter (the rubrics in 
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red), with the numerous elegant engravings on wood uncoloured, and musical 
notes. Extremely rare, old red morocco. Venetiis: L. A. Giunta. 1503. In 
addition to this work being the most splendid production emanating from the 
Giunta Press, and of the greatest rarity, whether printed on vellum or even 
on paper, the existence of the edition having been totally unknown to Bandini, 
the historian of these celebrated printers, this copy is invaluable on account of 
its having belonged to the celebrated Saint Charles Borromeo, and has at end, 
entirely in his autograph, manuscript prayers, etc. A similar copy sold for 
£78 15s. in Sir Mark Sykes’ sale. £120. 

Officium Beatz Maris Virginis, secundum Consuetudinem Romane curie, 
cum Calendario. Officium Mortuorum, septem Psalmi Penitentiales. Officium 
Sacratissime Passionis Domini Jesu. Officium Beatissime Crucis. Manuscript 
on vellum, exquisitely written, having the eapitals alternately in gold and 
colours, with the rubrics in red. Sec. xiv. A splendid and rare work of the 
Florentine School, of the highest quality, with illuminations remarkable for 
exquisite beauty of design and brilliant colouring. £170. 

Psalterium et alia Cantica Biblica, Athiopice. Most valuable manuscript on 
vellum, written in a beautiful hand. Sec. xv. The great rarity of. Aithiopic 
manuscripts is too well known to require any comment. This valuable codex is 
one of the finest ever offered for sale. £12 5s. 

Psalterium. Novum Beate Marie Virginis Psalterium de dulcissimis nove 
legis mirabilibus divini amoris refertis noviter ad Teucri conteritionem confectum 
(opus ab Hermanno Nitzschewitz .. . anno 1489 confectum, Imperatori Frid. ex 
Lunenburch delatum et anno 1492, ...cesareo sumptu ad imprimendum com- 
missum, nunc et in Zzenna cistirciensis ordinis devoto claustro non sine modico 
sumptu impressum), Gothic letter, illustrated with very singular zylographic 
engravings on almost every page, printed within borders, the margins of a few 
leaves slightly wormed, else a beautiful copy of a most curious volume of extra- 
ordinary rarity. 4to. £21. 

Testament (The Newe). Black letter. 4to. In Southwark, by James Ni- 
colson, 1538. First edition of Bishop Coverdale’s Translation of the New Tes- 
tament. The six preliminary leaves, and the first leaf of St. Matthew, are 
supplied in well-executed facsimile. In all other respects this is a fine and 
perfect copy of one of the rarest books in the English language. £18. 

Testament (The New). The six preliminary leaves, folios 1 and 2 in Matthew, 
and the last leaf of table at the end in admirable facsimile. Folios 3 to 8 in 
Matthew wanting. 8vo. Printed in Paris by Francis Regnault, for Richard 
Grafton and E. Whitchurch of London, 1538, in Novembre. This is Coverdale’s 
revised or authorized edition, printed in Paris, while he was then superintending 
the printing of the Great Bible. £5 5s. 

estament (The Newe). Black letter. 4to. In Southwark, by J. Nicolson, 
1538. The second edition of Bishop Coverdale’s Translation, from the original 
Greek. The six preliminary leaves, two leaves of table, and last leaf of text 
supplied in exact facsimile. £12. 

Testament (The Newe), translated by M. Wil. Tyndall, yet once agayns 
corrected. Black letter. Extremely rare. 12mo. 1549. £11 10s. 

Testamentum Novum, Latine,cum Calendario. Manuscript on vellum, with 
elegant capital letters illuminated in gold and colours in the earliest style of 
Italian art, written at Milan at various dates between 1200 and 1204, with the 
name of the patron and scribe. Sec. xii.-xiii. (1200-4). A most important ma- 
nuscript, containing many very valuable various readings, written in a beautiful 
clear hand. £65. 


The Rival Editors of Epiphanius.—It may perhaps be interesting to students 
in patristic theology to know that two rival editions of Epiphanius are in the 
course of publication in Germany, and that a very fierce contest has arisen be- 
tween the editors, viz., F. Oehler and W. Dindorf. The latter has attacked 
Oehler in Gersdorf’s Repertorium (1859, Band I. Heft v.), in an article which he 
has thought it worth while to reprint separately. The personal differences be- 
tween these scholars is no concern of ours; we can only lament the occurrence 
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of such quarrels between men whose high attainments and dignified pursuits 
ought to preserve them from contests carried on with so much acrimony. The 
main points in Dindorf’s attack upon Oehler are a charge of utter incompetence 
and carelessness. He charges him with reprinting many of the blunders of the 
edition of Cologne, 1682, which is a very faulty reprint of the Parisian edition 
of 1622. He accuses him of neglecting the Venetian MS. (written .p. 1057), 
of which a great scholar of the last century said, ‘ Ex quo infinite, eaque maximi 
momenti lectionum varietates erui possunt.” Dindorf declares it to be inexcusable 
to print a volume of the text without a collation of this MS., and accuses Oehler 
and the publishers (Asher and Co.) of promising to print in an appendix the 
various lections of this MS8., merely to satisfy the discontent which appeared 
likely to arise when the importance of this omission was pointed out. From 
some of the instances adduced in Dindorf’s remarks, there appears certainly to 
have been considerable carelessness on the part of Oehler; but as we have not 
yet examined the portions of this author already printed by the rival critics, we 
cannot undertake to decide between the merits of the two editions. We eam 
only lament the occurrence of such contests. We mention the circumstance, 
however, that English readers may make enquiries about the matter, if they are 
disposed to take in either of these editions of Epiphanius. We were not pre- 
pared, from Oehler’s former works, to expect a charge of incompetence against 
him. The edition of Dindorf is in the course of publication by Weigel, of Leipsie 
—that of Oehler, by Asher and Co., of Berlin. There is a manifesto by Oehler 
on the subject in Berliner Vossische Zeitung, No. 61, March 13, 1859, which we 
have not seen.— Literary Churchman. 


Bible Referencing.—From the report of Mr. Charles Knight’s examination 
before the Select Committee of the House of Commons, we take the following 
additional passage, which explains itself. ‘‘ Chairman: Have any improvements 
in the mode of printing or binding the Bible been introduced into Scotland, where 
the monopoly has been abolished, which are not known in England ?—I have a 
very imperfect acquaintance with what has been done in Scotland; I do not 
think that I have ever seen more than three or four Scotch Bibles, because they 
are not allowed to be sold in England, and I have not been in Scotland for some 
time; but I was visiting a clergyman only a fortnight ago, in his rectory in 
Suffolk, and there was a Scotch Bible lying upon his table. ‘ Aye, how is it 
that you have this?’ ‘ Well,’ he said, ‘it has this great advantage: look here.’ 
Upon the front of the book, what the binders call the fore-edge, there was nicely 
impressed a G as far as Genesis went, and so on; not exactly as it is done in the 
Post Ojice Directory, but more neatly done, very prettily indeed, so that through- 
out the whole bible he could turn to any book he wanted. Ifhe wanted Job, he 
could turn to Job instantly by finding J upon the edge of the book. He said it, 
was such a convenience that he preferred it to any other ordinary Bible. That, 
of course, is not a question of printing, it is merely a question of binding. Any 
English bookseller might buy the books of the Queen’s printer and do the same, 
but still it has not been done. It is an example of one of the minor advantages 
resulting from competition.” 


We can announce the approaching publication of an excellent and generally 
available edition of the New ‘Testament portion of the Codex Alexandrinus. Those 
of our readers conversant with such subjects know that in 1786 Woide printed 
in facsimile type the New Testament, which was followed some twenty years 
afterwards by a similar reprint (under the editorship of Mr. Baber, of the British | 
Museum) of the Old Testament portion of this celebrated codex. It is obvious, 
however, that a facsimile reprint is in many respects a mere curiosity of litera- 
ture, and that a carefully got-up edition, printed in the ordinary type, must be 
infinitely more useful to the student. ‘The task, one of no little difficulty, has 
been completed by Mr. B. H. Cowper, the well-known Syriac and Biblical scho- 
lar, and the volume will soon be published by Messrs. Williams and Norgate. It 
comes very opportunely, at a time when attention is being directed to these 
matters by the publication of the Vatican Codex. From the specimen of the 
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work which we have seen, Mr. Cowper has discharged his editorial duties with 
the utmost diligence and success. Apart from other and important improve- 
ments, it might be almost enough to say that, by a careful comparison of Woide’s 
text with the original manuscript, numerous errors have been discovered in the 
former, which are all corrected in Mr. Cowper’s edition, and many of them are 
of no small Biblical importance. An elaborate and exhaustive introduction adds 
considerably to the value of this, the first generally available edition of the New 
Testament portion of the Alexandrine Codex.— Critic. 


Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge.—Yhe Foreign Translation Com- 
mittee of this Society have just issued their Annual Report for 1860. It states 
that at a meeting held some time since, it was suggested that it would be a 
great convenience if the Society would supply its members with a Greek New 
Testament on the principle of Mr. Frederick Field’s adjustment of the Greek 
text of the Old ‘Testament to the order of the chapters and verses of the received 
Hebrew. The Committee, feeling that it was beyond their province to throw 
upon the Society even the appearance of responsibility that would be involved 
in the adoption of any one of the texts presented in- the editions of the Greek 
Testament put forth by more recent critical scholars, directed their attention 
solely to reprints of the teatus receptus. Of this text, after mature conside- 
ration, they decided that it would be expedient to adopt two different editions, 
namely, one with marginal references, published at Oxford, and generally known 
as Bishop Lloyd’s Greek ‘Testament, and another with a valuable apparatus of 
various readings, edited by the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, and recently published at 
Cambridge, and these had been placed in the Society’s list. ‘The new edition of 
the Society’s German Bible had been completed. 1t was explained in the report 
for last year that the printing of the revised text of Cipriano de Valera’s Spanish 
version of the Bible at Oxford, under the care of the Rev. Lorenzo Lucena, was 
necessarily a work of considerable labour and time. This edition was now 
printed to the end of the eighth chapter of Isaiah. In the meantime the revision 
of the New Testament by the Greek was far advanced, and the copy was pre- 
pared on such a plan as would render the carrying of it through the press a 
much more expeditious process than the printing of the Old Testament had 
_— The printing of the Pentateuch and the Book of Isaiah in the Ogibwa 
language had been proceeded with, as had a new edition of the Dutch New 
Testament for use among the ge Ae gg population of the island of ‘Tristan 
@Acunha. Portuguese, Danish, Italian, and other versions of the Book of 
Common Prayer, had also been prepared, as well asa Maori Prayer-book for 
New Zealand. 


Archeological Discovery at Beaugency (Loiret).—The French correspondent 
of a contemporary states that some workmen employed in excavating the side 
of a hill at Beaugency, were surprised by a fall of earth mixed with cinders, 
charcoal, and calcined bones, from a pit, the wall of which they had destroyed. 
At the bottom of the heap they found a vase in a good state of preservation, 
which they broke, hoping to find coins in it, but were disappointed. Shortly 
afterwards, twenty-three similar pits were successively discovered, and the 
fragments of urns which they contained were smashed and dispersed. One vase 
only, which is now in the Orlean’s museum, was saved by the care of M. Des- 
jobert, notary of St. Ay, who put the pieces together. ‘This discovery 
threatened to be for ever lost to science for want of some one who could appre- 
ciate it, when chance brought the Viscount du Faur du Pibtac on the spot. 
The Viscount, who has made Gallo-Celtic remains his study, heard of the pits of 
Beaugency. He went tothe spot, examined the workmen, and soon began to sus- 
pect that he had under his eyes a real Celtic cemetery. Through the intervention 
of the Mayor of Orleans, he was enabled to superintend in — certain excava- 
tions. New pits were opencd, and his conjectures were changed into certainty. 
The whole present analogous characters—all have an average breadth of 50 
inches, and a depth of 33 yards—all contain a mixture of earth, cinders, and cal- 
cined stones, underneath which is constantly found the jaw-bones of pigs, and 
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the bones of other domestic animals ; then occur fragments of vases, like flower- 
ots narrowed at the top; finally, all these pits terminate in a small circular 
ole, hollowed like a basin, and destined to bear the cinerary urn. The Celtic 
cemetery of Beaugency is one of three important archeological discoveries made 
of late years in the department of the Loiret. The two others were the Roman 
city explored by M. Marchand, near Ouzouer-sur-Trézée, and the Gallo-Roman 
baths of Montbuoy. 

M. Auguste Mariette, an eminent French archeologist, writes from Egypt 
that he has discovered the remains of a large palace in granite in the immediate 
vicinity of the Sphinx. He takes this palace to be that of Chephrem, who built 
the great pyramid. No less than seven statues of this prince have been found 
in the palace. 


Although a little out of our réle, we venture to refer to a discovery which is 
reported as having taken place quite recently on the Quai des Htroits at Lyons. 
Some workmen, in making excavations there, “ found an antique tombstone 
with the following inscription in well-formed characters of the second century: 
‘D. M. et memoria eterne Valeri Vallonis fratri(s) marini quondam d. ¢. 
Julius Firminus d. c. Lug. questor amico incomparabili de se bene merenti, de 
suo ponendum curavit et sub ascia dedicavit.’ Which may be translated as 
‘ To the gods Manes and the eternal memory of Valerus Vallo, a fellow mariner, 
formerly decurion [of Lyons]. Julius Firminus, decurion, questor of Lyons, 
has caused to be erected and consecrated under the axe, at his expense, this 
monument to his incomparable friend and benefactor.’ An urn was also found 
containing the ashes of the departed, but it was broken. The stone has been 
presented to the museum at Lyons by the owner of the ground where it was dis- 
covered.” The form of this inscription resembles that of many others found in 
the same district, and preserved in the Museum of Lyons, which also contains 
a number of remarkable Christian inscriptions of great antiquity. The expres- 
sion ‘‘ sub ascia” (under the axe) is almost peculiar to this province, and has to 
the present day been a puzzle to the antiquarians. Sometimes the words are 
omitted, and the figure of an axe is engraved upon the stone at the — part. 
Muratori imagines that it is connected with the formula Sit tibi terra levis, and 
yo it ‘nr to the care which was to be taken of the monument.—Clerical 

owrnal. 








NEW WORKS PUBLISHED DURING THE LAST QUARTER. 
In addition to those noticed in the body of the Journal. 


FOREIGN. 


Altmuller (F.)—Bethesda, oder Heilkunst und Christenthum. Marburg. 
Small 8vo, xvi. and 128 pp. 


Baur (Dr. Ferdinand Christian, Ordentlichem Professor der Theologie an 
der Universitat Tiibingen).—Die Christliche Kirche vom Anfang des vierten bis zam Ende 
8vo, 326 pp. 


Braun (Dr. J. G. J.)—S. Justini Martyriet Philosophi, Apologize. Bonn: 
Habicht. 1860. 8vo, pp. 152. 


Dressel (Albertus).—Aurelii Prudentii Clementis, que extant Carmina. 
Ad Vaticc. alioramque codicum et optimarum editionum fidem recensuit, lectionum varietate 
illustravit, notis explicavit. Leipsic: Mendelssohn. 1860. 8vo, pp. Lxviii, 538. 


Hengel (Van).—Interpretatio epistolae Pauli ad Romanos, primum in lec- 
tionibus acad. proposita, nunc novis curis ad editionem parata. Fasc. VI. 8vo. 


des sechsten Jahrhunderts in den Hauptmomenten Ihrer Entwickelung. Tiibingen. 1859. 
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Huber (Dr. Johannes A., Ord. Professor der Philosophie an der Univer- 


sitit Miinchen).—Die Philosophie der Kirchenvater. Miinchen. 1859. 8vo, 362 pp. 
Krabinger (Lo. Georgius).—S. Cecilii Cypriani Episcopi Cartbaginiensis 
et Martyris Libri ad Donatum, De Dominica Oratione, De Mortalitate, Ad Demetrium, De 


Opere et Eleemosynis, De Bono Patientiz et De Zelo et Livore. Ad Cod. MSS. Vetustissi- 
morum fidem recognovit et Adnotatione Crietica instruxit. Tiibinge. 1859. 8vo, 320 pp. 


Meine Beruhigung. Gott. Welt. Unsterblichkeit. Christus. Gegen 
Materialismus und Pantheismus. Berlin. 8vo, vi. and 62 pp. 

Reinke (Laur., Dr. Ph. et Theol.)—Die Messianischen Weissagungen bei 
den grossen und Kleinen Propheten des A. T. Einleitung, Grundtext und Uebersetzung 
nebst einem Philologisch-Kritischen und Historischen Commentar. Erster Band, den Com- 
mentar tiber die Messianischen Weissagungen im Ersten Theile des Propheten Jesaia 
enthaltend. Gressen. 1859. 8vo, 431 pp. 

Renan (Ernest, Membre de I’ Institut).—Le Cantique des Cantiques, traduit 
de 'Hebreu avec une etude sur le plan, l'age et le Caractére du Poeme. Paris. 8vo, 210 pp. 

Schazler.—Die Lehre von der Wirksamkeit der Sakramente ex opere 
operato in ihrer Entwicklung innerhalb der Scholastik und ihrer Bedeutung fiir die christ- 
liche Heilslehre dargestellt. 8vo. 

Schenkel.—Die christliche Dogmatik von Standpunkte des Gewissens aus 
dargestellt. Vol. II.: Von den Thatsachen des Heils. Second Part. 8vo. 

Die Erneuerung der deutschen evangelischen Kirche nach den 

Grundsiitzen der Reformation. Ein Beitrag zur Lisung der kirchlichen Reformfrage. 8vo. 


Schmid.—Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. 8vo. 
Zockler.—Theologia naturalis. Entwurf einer systematischen Naturtheo- 


logie vom offenbarungsgliubigem Standpunkte aus. Vol. 1I.: Die Prolegomena und die spe- 
cielle Theologie. Vol. 1I., 2 parts. S8vo. 





ENGLISH. 


Barter (Rev. W. B., M.A.)—An Abridgment of Scripture History, in con- 
nexion with Christian Doctrine, for Parish Schools. No.1. 12mo. Society for Promoting 
Christian Knowledge. 

Bosanquet-(W. H.)—The Fall of Man; or, Paradise Lost of Cadmon. 
Translated in Verse from the Anglo-Saxon, with a new metrical arrngement. Post 8vo, cloth. 
Longman and Co. 

Collier (W. F., B.A.)—The Great Events of History, from the beginning 


of the Christian Era till the present time. Fcap. 8vo, cloth. J. Nelson and Sons. 


Craik (Henry).—The Hebrew Languge: its History and Characteristics, 
including improved renderings of select passages in our Authorized Translation of the Old 
Testament. Bagster. pp. vi, 187. 

Crawford (Rev. J. R.)—The Epistle of Paul the Apostle to the Romans. 


Transcribed from the Editio Septima of Tischendorf, and arranged in paragraphs and lines, 
etc. 4to. Longmans and Co. 


Debary (Rev. T., M.A.)—A History of the Church of England from the 
accession of James II. to the rise of the Bangorian Controversy in 1817. 8vo. Bell and Daldy. 


Donaldson (Johannes Gulielmus).—Jashar. Fragmenta Archetypa Car- 


minum Hebraicorum in Masorethico Veteris Testamenti textu passim tessellata, collegit, 
ordinavit, restituit, in unum corpus redegit, Latine exhibuit, commentario instruxit. Edito 
secunda aucta atque emendata. 8vo. Williams et Norgate. 


Englishman’s (The) Greek Concordance of the New Testament, with 
Indexes. Greek-English and English-Greek. Third Edition revised. Royal 8vo. Walton 
and Maberly. 

Graham (Rev. W., D.D.)—A Practical and Exegetical Commentary on the 
Epistle to Titus. Nisbet. 12mo, pp. 68. 


Heinfetter (Herman).—A Literal Translation of the Vatican Manuscript’s 
Gospel according to John on definite rules of translation, and an English Version of the 
same ; followed by the Authorized English Version collated with the above-named English 
Version. Heylin. 18mo, pp. 394. 
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Kenrick (F. P., Archbishop of Baltimore).—The Pentateuch. ‘Translated 
from the Vulgate, a revised edition of the Douay Version. With Notes. Kelly, Hedian 
and Piet. 

Lamson (Alvan, DD.)—The Church of the First Three Centuries ; or, Notes 
of the Lives and Opinions of some of the early Fathers, with special reference to the Doc- 
trine of the Trinity; illustrating its late origin and gradual formation. Boston (U.8.), 
Walker and Co, 8vo, pp. 364. 


Magee (W. C., D.D.)—Christ the Light of all Scripture ; an Act Sermon 
preached in the Chapel of Trinity College, Dublin, on Sunday, June 24th, 1860, for the 
degree of D.D. 8vo. Bell and Daldy. 

Muir (J.)—Original Sanskrit Texts on the Origin and History of the 
People of India, their Religion and Institutions. Collected, translated into English, and 
illustrated by remarks. Chiefly for the use of Students and others in India. Part 2, 8yo, 
cloth. Williams and Norgate. 


New Testament (The) Construed Literally, and Word for Word. By the 
Rev. Dr. Giles. Vol. II., Part 2. Epistles of St. Paul (Dr. Giles's Key to the Classics), 
18mo. James Cornish. 

Nicolaides (Rev. Archimandrites S., Minister of the Greek Church, Liver- 
pool).—An Evangelical and Exegetical Commentary upon select portions of the New Testa- 
ment, founded on the writings of Nicephorus Theotoces. ‘Two Vols. Vol. I. 8vo. Longman 
and Co. 

Notes on the Greek Text of the Epistle of Paul to Philemon, as the basis 
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